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* In  those  cases  in  which  the  analyses  made  by  Dr.  Letheby  were  repeated 
by  Dr.  Hassall,  they  are  not  deducted  from  Dr.  HassalPs  column. 
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.. 
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- 

48 

48 
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45 

45 
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- 

52 
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38 
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4 * 

Total  - 

- 
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Analyses  in  Reports  published  in  the  Lancet,  not  contained  in  Dr.  Has- 
sall’s  work,  but  on  which  evidence  has  been  given  before  Com- 
mittee of  the  House  of  Commons  on  Adulteration. 


Names  of  Articles  analysed. 

Number 
of  Articles 
analysed. 

Number  analysed 
by  Dr.  Hassall,  both 
microscopically  and 
chemically. 

Number  analysed, 
chemically  only,  by 
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Jalep 

. 

33 

33 

Ipecacuanha 

- 

33 

33 

Opium 

" 

57 

57 

53 

Scammony 

30 

30 

Total  - 

- 

153 

153 

53 

* The  extract  left  on  the  distillation  of  these  samples  was  bitter,  and  Dr. 
Hassall  forwarded  them  to  Dr.  Letheby,  with  the  request  that  he  would  deter- 
mine the  nature  of  the  bitter  matter  contained  in  them.  Dr.  Letheby  reported 
that  two  of  the  samples  contained  that  poisonous  metallic  substance  sulphate  of 
zinc,  the  fact  being  that  not  a trace  of  any  such  substance  was  present  in  them, 
as  was  subsequently  admitted  by  Dr.  Letheby. 
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Analyses  in  Reports  not  published  in  the  Lancet,  but  on  which  evidence 
was  given  before  Committee  of  House  of  Commons  on  Adulteration. 


Names  of  Articles  analysed. 

Number 
of  Articles 
analysed. 

Number  analysed 
by  Dr.  Hassall,  both 
microscopically  and 
chemically. 

Number  analysed, 
chemically  only,  by 
Dr.  Letheby. 

Brandy  - 

- 

18 

18 

Rum 

• 

20 

20 

None. 

Anatto 

- 

31 

31 

Cheese 

- 

25 

25 

Total  - 

- 

94 

94 

The  foregoing  Tables  give  112  chemical  analyses  by  Dr.  Letheby,  as  re- 
corded in  the  Lancet  Commission  and  in  Dr.  Hassall's  work,  against  2349  per- 
formed by  Dr.  Hassall,  a large  proportion  of  which  were  both  microscopical  and 
chemical. 

Of  the  Reports  written  by  Dr.  Hassall,  but  not  published  in  his  work,  out  of 
247  analyses,  all  of  which  were  both  microscopical  and  chemical,  the  chemical 
analyses  of  53  were  performed  by  Dr.  Letheby.  It  will  be  seen  that  two-thirds 

OF  THE  ANALTSES  MADE  BT  Dr.  LeTHF.BT  BELONGED  TO  TWO  ARTICLES,  VIZ.t 

snuff  and  opium,  there  having  been  43  samples  of  the  former,  and  53  of  the 
latter  article  ; also  that  these  analyses  were  made  during  the  latter  part  of 
1853  and  in  1854. 

The  case,  then,  stands  thus : — 

Analyses. 

Dr.  Letheby  made  - - - 165 

Dr.  Hassall  made  - 2481 

Dr.  Letheby  has  himself  acknowledged  that  he  is  unable  to 
claim  more  than  205  analyses.  ( See  his  Letter  p.  48.) 

For  confirmation  of  the  accuracy  of  the  figures  contained  in  Dr.  Letheby’s 
column  of  the  above  Table,  see  Report  of  the  Rev.  R.  S.  Danicll  and  Mr. 
Bolton,  founded  on  an  examination  of  Dr.  Letheby’s  accounts,  as  rendered  to 
Dr.  Hassall,  Appendix,  p.  31. 
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It  is  seldom  that  the  credit  of  a bold  and  successful  under- 
taking is  given  to  the  most  deserving.  Success  in  any  enter- 
prise generally  invites  envy*  and  envy  is  ever  accompanied  by 
detraction.  An  illustration  of  these  remarks  is  furnished  by 
the  correspondence  which  has  lately  appeared  in  the  public 
papers  respecting  the  credit  which  is  due  to  Dr.  Hassall  for  his 
labours  in  detecting  and  exposing  the  enormous  injury  under 
which  the  public  has  been  long  and  patiently,  and  to  all 
appearance  hopelessly,  suffering  from  the  adulteration  of 
its  daily  food.  Of  the  fact  of  the  existence  of  this  wide- 
spread and  fatal  evil  all  pei’sons  were  convinced  by  pain- 
ful experience ; enormous  fortunes  were  accumulated  at 
the  cost  of  the  health  and  well-being  of  the  community ; 
and  statistics  were  referred  to,  proving  that  “ more  persons 
have  died,  and  still  continue  to  die,  from  the  neglect  of 
proper  sanatory  precautions,  than  have  ever  fallen  in  battle.” 
From  the  influence  of  this  extensive  mischief  no  class  was 
exempt.  The  circumstances  which  ordinarily  afford  the  rich 
man  an  immunity  from  the  physical  evils  to  which  his  poorer 
neighbour  is  helplessly  exposed,  gave  the  former  no  pro- 
tection here;  while  even  the  very  drugs  by  which  disease 
is  arrested  and  health  restored,  either  had  their  efficacy 
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neutralised  by  the  admixture  of  spurious  ingredients,  or  were 
converted  into  active  engines  of  destruction.  An  all  but 
universal  apathy  seemed  to  have  possessed  the  mind  of  the 
public  respecting  a matter  in  which  its  vital  interests  were 
concerned.  We  were  told  that  we  were  daily  swallowing 
black  lead  and  Prussian  blue  in  our  tea;  red  lead  in  our 
pepper;  lead,  copper,  and  arsenic  in  our  confectionary; 
strychnine  in  our  beer ; sulphuric  acid  in  our  stout ; ver- 
digris and  vitriol  in  our  pickles;  Cayenne  pepper  in  our 
gin  ; animal  abominations  in  our  sugar  ; alum  in  our  bread  ; 
— and  we  heard,  and  wondered,  and  still  swallowed  on.  Not 
an  attempt  was  made  to  check  the  evil  under  which  all 
were  suffering.  What  was,  in  fact,  everybody’s  business, 
was  tacitly  allowed  to  be  nobody’s  business ; and  the  world 
seemed  content  to  permit  the  productions  which  a bountiful 
Providence  provided  for  the  comfort  and  support  of  mankind 
to  be  converted  into  poison  by  the  cupidity  of  a few  dis- 
honest dealers. 

At  length,  by  the  perseverance  and  industry  of  an  indi- 
vidual, the  public  was  awakened  to  a sense  of  its  danger. 
The  pernicious  consequences  of  adulteration,  not  only  to  the 
physical  but  also  to  the  pecuniary  interests  of  the  nation, 
began  to  be  felt  and  recognised.  The  annual  loss  to  the 
revenue  by  the  substitution  of  spurious  for  genuine  articles 
was  shown  to  exceed  2,000,000/.,  notwithstanding  the 
enormous  expense  incurred  to  protect  it  against  fraud ; 
the  subject  attracted  the  attention  even  of  Parliament ; 
a Committee  of  the  House  of  Commons  was  appointed 
during  the  past  session  to  investigate  the  matter,  and  the 
nefarious  practices  by  which  the  health  and  comfort  and 
even  the  life  of  all  classes  of  the  community  are  jeopardised 
and  injured,  were  fully  brought  to  light.  “ But  how,”  the 
Times  suggests  it  will  be  asked,  in  a leading  article,  July 
24th,  “ has  the  discovery  at  this  particular  period  been 
made  or  certified  ? ” “ Partly,”  it  makes  answer,  “ through 

material  improvements  effected  in  the  means  of  detection,  but 
mainly  by  the  skill  and  perseverance  of  Dr.  Hassall,  who,  by 
devoting  to  this  subject  the  energies  of  a scientific  mind,  and 
pursuing  it  with  that  steady  zeal  which  its  importance  justi- 
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fietl,  has  thus  become  a public  benefactor  of  no  common 
order  ...  We  only  trust  such  services  as  Dr.  Hassall  has 
rendered  in  this  matter  will  not  be  soon  forgotten.  It  is 
through  researches  like  his  that  what  would  be  otherwise 
mere  suspicion,  even  if  it  were  not  treated  as  fable,  becomes 
pi*oducible  as  fact,  and  that  truth  is  at  length  put  before  our 
eyes  so  palpably  as  to  forbid  either  indifference  or  doubt.” 
This  acknowledgment  of  the  services  rendered  by  Dr.  Hassall 
in  the  matter  was  not  permitted  to  go  unchallenged.  A 
rather  petulant  and  not  very  grammatical  letter  appeared 
anonymously  in  the  Times  a day  or  two  after,  in  which  the 
writer,  while  he  acknowledges  Dr.  Hassall’s  title  <cto 
much  praise  for  the  manner  in  which  he  has  performed 
his  part  in  exposing  the  frauds  practised  in  food  and  drink, 
claims  for  others  who  have  been  employed  with  him  in 
the  same  work  an  equal  share  of  public  esteem” — those 
others  being,  according  to  the  anonymous  writer,  “ Mr. 
Wakley,  who  originated  the  idea  of  a sanatory  commis- 
sion, who  planned  the  arrangements  necessary  to  put  it  into 
operation,  who  paid  all  the  expenses  of  the  inquiry,  who 
was  at  the  cost  of  publishing  the  results  in  the  Lancet , and 
who  also  bore  the  risk  which  was  attendant  thereon ; a poor 
artist  of  the  name  of  Miller,  who  made  the  microscopic  examina- 
tions and  drawings;  Dr.  Letheby  of  the  London  Hospital,  who 
conducted  all  the  important  chemical  analyses ; and  Mr.  Post- 
gate, of  Birmingham,  who  was  really  the  agent  of  public  agita- 
tion whereby  this  inquiry  of  Mr.  Scholefield’s  has  been  insti- 
tuted.” To  this  remonstrance  Dr.  Hassall,  as  was  to  be  expected, 
was  not  backward  in  replying;  accordingly,  on  the  same  day 
that  it  appeared,  he  addressed  a letter  to  the  Times,  in 
which  he  points  out  and  rectifies  sundry  inaccuracies  on  the 
part  of  his  anonymous  assailant,  and  concludes  by  the  very 
natural  inquiry,  “ May  I ask,  having  assigned  the  chemical 
investigations  to  Dr.  Letheby,  and  the  microscopical  ex- 
aminations and  drawings  to  Mr.  Miller,  what  part  either  of  the 
work  or  of  the  merit  your  correspondent  reserves  for  me  to 
justify  the  eulogium  which,  at  the  same  time,  he  is  pleased  to 
confer  on  me  ? ” This  is  a question  which  it  is  highly  fitting 
should  have  an  answer ; it  is  one,  moreover,  in  which  not  only 
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Dr.  Hassall  but  the  public  at  large  are  interested;  to  the 
investigation  of  this  question,  therefore,  the  writers  of  these 
pages  now  propose  to  address  themselves.  The  materials  of 
this  inquiry  are  supplied  by  the  sequel  of  this  correspond- 
ence between  the  above-named  gentlemen  published  in  the 
Times;  a letter  from  Dr.  Letheby  in  the  Medical  Gazette  of 
August  4th;  manuscript  letters  and  accounts  of  Dr.  Letheby, 
with  a variety  of  other  documents  bearing  upon  the  case  now  be- 
fore us;  including  a very  clear  and  explicit  report  of  a scrutiny 
of  those  accounts  and  correspondence  made  by  the  Rev.  R.  S. 
Daniell  and  Mr.  Bolton.  In  common  with  many  other  per- 
sons, we  felt  deeply  interested  in  the  important  scientific 
investigations  which  he  was  so  laboriously  and  successfully 
pursuing,  and  were  rather  startled  at  the  unceremonious 
protest  made  by  the  anonymous  writer  already  referred  to, 
against  the  claims  put  forward  by  the  Times  on  behalf  of  Dr. 
Hassall.  We  consequently  determined  to  ascertain  the  truth 
of  the  matter  ; and  having  carefully  examined  the  documents 
above  enumerated,  we  feel  that  we  are  in  a position  to  speak 
concerning  the  points  at  issue,  with  such  authority  as  may 
belong  to  a perfect  knowledge  of  the  facts  of  the  case. 

From  all  the  consideration  which  we  have  been  able  to  give 
to  the  subject,  it  appeal’s  to  us  that  the  question  between 
Dr.  Hassall  and  his  detractors  may  be  exhibited  under  the 
following  heads : — 

„ 1.  As  to  the  claim  said  to  be  put  forward  by  Dr.  Has- 

sall respecting  the  credit  of  having  initiated  the  investiga- 
tion into  the  question  of  the  adulteration  of  food,  &c. 

2.  The  nature  and  amount  of  Dr.  Letheby ’s  contribu- 
tions to  the  experiments  and  researches  connected  with 
that  investigation ; and 

3.  The  testimonial  about  to  be  presented  to  Dr. 
Hassall  by  certain  of  his  friends  and  well-wishers. 

This  we  have  placed  last,  because  it  is  intrinsically  the  least 
important  of  the  three ; though  we  believe  that,  in  point  of 
fact,  it  is  the  great  question  with  Dr.  Hassall’s  detractors. 
Had  it  not  been  that  such  an  expression  of  respect  and 
gratitude  to  Dr.  Hassall  was  suggested  and  set  on  foot,  we 
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should  have  heard  nothing  of  any  attempt,  to  detract  from 
his  well-earned  reputation,  and  to  depreciate  the  value  of 
his  labours.  So  long  as  he  was  working  unnoticed  and 
unrewarded,  bringing  large  profit  to  others  with  little  ad- 
vantage to  himself,  he  was  welcome  to  do  so ; but  no  sooner 
is  there  a prospect  of  any  credit  or  emolument  accruing  to  him 
from  his  exertions,  and  especially  when  the  importance  of  his 
labours  is  attracting  the  attention  of  Parliament,  than  forth- 
with a host  of  rival  candidates  for  popular  applause  appear 
upon  the  field,  and  demands  are  loudly  made  for  a division  of 
the  spoil.  Hinc  illce  lacrymce.  This  suggestion  may  serve  to 
explain  what  Dr.  Hassall  (Letter  to  the  Times,  July  30th) 
justly  notices  as  a remarkable  fact,  that  although  the  proof 
sheets  of  part  of  his  book  on  the  adulteration  of  food  * went 
through  Dr.  Letheby’s  hands,  and  that  up  to  within  a very 
few  days  of  his  letter  in  the  Times  he  was  in  the  habit 
of  occasional  friendly  communication  with  him,  no  word 
of  discontent  or  dissatisfaction  was  ever  expressed  by  him  to 
Dr.  Hassall.  If  any  confirmation  were  required  of  this  fact, 
we  have  it  in  the  confession  of  Dr.  Letheby  himself.  In  his 
letter  to  the  Medical  Times ■ of  August  1st,  he  says:  — “ I 
did  not  at  the  time  attach  any  value  to  such  paltry  sacrifices 
[viz.  the  analyses  which  Dr.  Hassall  employed  him  to  make, 
and  for  which  he  was  paid  at  a much  higher  rate  than  Dr. 
Hassall  himself]  : I thought  I was  doing  him  a service,  and 
that  was  enough  for  me ; but  when  he  writes  to  me  and  asks 
me  to  have  a private  meeting  of  a few  friends  at  his  house, 
to  talk  over  the  subject  of  getting  up  a testimonial  to  him 
[which  is  not,  however,  a correct  representation  of  the  facts], 
I then  become  annoyed,  and  see  the  mischief  which  my  libe- 
rality had  occasioned.” 

This  acknowledgment  of  Dr.  Letheby  has  certainly  the  merit 
of  great  candour.  Verily  it  was  not  without  reason  Dr. 
Letheby  cautioned  Dr.  Hassall  against  the  danger  of  awakening 
professional  jealousy.  Dr.  Letheby,  it  is  to  be  supposed,  had 
good  grounds  for  reminding  Dr.  Hassall  how  much  envy  and 


* The  Reports  themselves  Dr.  Letheby  never  even  saw  until  their  publica- 
tion in  the  Lancet. 
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uncharitableness  exist  in  his  profession  ; for  our  part,  however, 
we  have  tdo  much  faith  in  the  generosity  and  honour  of  the 
medical  profession  to  apprehend  that  the  forebodings  of  Dr. 
Letheby  will  be  very  generally  realised.  But,  after  all,  this 
is  not  a question  of  testimonial  or  no  testimonial  (that 
has  been  already  decided),  though  it  may  suit  the  purpose 
of  opponents  to  represent  it  as  such.  Dr.  Hassall  did 
not  require  Dr.  Letheby  to  admonish  him  on  the  inconveni- 
ences that  might  result  from  such  demonstrations  when  in- 
judiciously made.  He  was  fully  convinced  of  the  fact  that 
such  expressions  of  popular  feeling  are  as  often  elicited  with- 
out merit  as  withheld  where  deserved.  But  this  never  was, 
and  is  not  now,  the  question  that  most  concerns  Dr.  Hassall. 
Granting  that  he  acted  indiscreetly  in  informing  his  “friend” 
Dr.  Letheby  of  the  graceful  act  by  which  it  was  in  con- 
templation to  acknowledge  his  services,  granting  that  he 
laid  himself  open  to  ungenerous  insinuations,  and  to  the 
“ strong  censure”  which  Dr.  Letheby  alleges  erroneously* 
he  addressed  to  him  on  the  subject,  by  his  permitting,  during 
his  absence,  a meeting  of  a few  personal  friends  at  his  own 
house  of  an  entirely  preliminary  character,  and  the  invitations 
for  which,  including  a letter  to  Dr.  Letheby  himself,  were 
issued  by  Dr.  Barnes,  still  the  question  remains  whether  or 
not  Dr.  Hassall  has  deserved  well  of  the  public  for  having 
been  chiefly  instrumental  in  exposing  the  nefarious  artifices 
by  which  the  health  and  comfort  of  every  individual  of 
every  class  in  the  community  are  sacrificed  to  the  cupidity 
of  dishonest  tradesmen  ? We  affirm,  without  fear  of  confuta- 
tion, that  he  has  — and  we  prove  our  assertion  by  the  testi- 
mony of  his  detractors. 

Before  entering,  however,  on  this  point,  we  would  observe, 
that  Dr.  Hassall  never  appears,  as  Dr.  Letheby  insinuates, 
to  have  arrogated  to  himself  the  merit  of  having  initiated 
the  inquiry  so  successfully  carried  out  by  him  under  the 
Analytical  Sanatory  Commission.  “ To  Mr.  Wakley,”  says 

* We  have  now  before  us  the  letter  referred  to  by  Dr.  Letheby,  and  it  does 
not  convey  the  slightest  censure : on  the  contrary,  it  is  written  in  a perfectly 
friendly  spirit,  and  is  simply  a sort  of  dissertation  on  the  subject  of  testimo- 
nials in  general. 
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Dr.  Lctheby,in  his  Letter  (August  1.)  to  the  Medical  Times, 
“ is  due  the  honour  of  initiating  this  inquiry.  I wish  that 
I could  say  as  much  in  favour  of  Dr.  Hassall.”  Dr.  Has- 
sall  has  reason  to  be  grateful  to  Dr.  Letheby  for  his  good 
wishes ; which,  however,  are  rather  of  a Hibernian  charac- 
ter— though  wanting,  perhaps,  the  sincerity  of  that  imagi- 
native people — for  it  is  not  easy  to  see  how  two  persons  could 
severally  possess  the  honour  of  initiating  any  proceeding. 
In  this  instance,  however,  it  is  only  charitable  to  Dr.  Lethe- 
by to  suppose  that  the  wish  was  father  to  the  thought;  for 
certainly  Dr.  Hassall  never  gave  him  reason  to  suppose  he 
had  any  desire  to  deprive  Mr.  Wakley  of  his  fair  meed  of 
praise.  On  the  contrary,  he  had  taken  frequent  occasion 
to  acknowledge  the  obligations  which  the  public  owes  to  the 
Lancet  in  this  particular.  “ It  is  quite  impossible  (says  Dr. 
Hassall,  in  the  introduction  to  his  book  on  Food  and  its 
Adulterations,  p.  xxxvii.)  to  speak  in  too  high  terms  of  the 
great  moral  courage  evinced  by  Mr.  Wakley  in  his  deter- 
mination to  publish  in  all  cases  the  results  of  the  investiga- 
tions, and  to  give  to  the  world  the  names  and  addresses  of 
all  parties  concerned.  The  responsibility  incurred  was  im- 
mense ; and  had  the  confidence  reposed  not  been  justified  — 
had  not  the  greatest  thought  and  caution  been  exercised  — 
most  disastrous  would  have  been  the  consequences.  Great, 
therefore,  is  the  debt  of  the  public  to  the  Lancet  in  this 
matter.”  At  the  same  time,  it  is  only  due  to  Dr.  Hassall 
to  state  that  previously  to  his  connexion  with  the  Lancet 
he  had  been  engaged  in  independent  investigations  into  the 
adulteration  of  food,  and  in  making  analyses  on  his  own 
account*;  while,  by  the  confession  of  the  Lancet,  to  Dr. 
Hassall  unquestionably  belongs  the  credit  of  having  been  the 

* A paper  by  Dr.  Hassall  on  the  Adulteration  of  coffee  was  read  before 
the  Botanical  Society  of  London  many  months  before  any  arrangements  were 
made  for  the  publication  of  the  Reports  of  the  Commission.  The  MS.  of  this 
paper  was  subsequently  forwarded  to  the  Lancet  for  publication.  Some  time 
after  the  receipt  of  this,  Mr.  Wakley  wrote  to  Dr.  Hassall,  and  inquired 
whether  he  would  undertake  a series  of  similar  investigations,  and  requested 
him  to  communicate  to  him  his  ideas  on  the  subject  in  writing.  A lengthened 
Report  of  this  paper  appeared  in  the  Times  of  the  5th  of  August,  1850,  and 
will  be  found  in  the  Appendix,  p.  59. 
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first  to  apply  the  microscope  to  any  extent  to  inquiries  of 
this  nature : for  though  Mr.  Wakley,  in  his  enumeration 
of  his  own  services  in  this  cause,  speaks  in  a loose  way  of 
having  employed  and  paid  “analysts,  microscopists,  draughts- 
men, &c.,”  it  should  be  remembered  that  Dr.  HassalPs  was 
the  only  microscope  employed  in  the  matter.  Moreover, 
that  to  Dr.  Hassall  belongs  the  sole  credit  of  furnishing  the 
reports  which  appeared  from  time  to  time  in  the  Lancet,  is 
completely  established  by  the  terms  of  the  agreement  entered 
into  between  Dr.  Hassall  and  Mr.  AVakley,  confirming  to 
him  the  right  of  authorship  and  of  publishing  the  reports 
in  question  (see  Appendix).  So  far  back  as  August  19th, 
1854,  the  Lancet,  speaking  of  the  services  rendered  by  the 
labours  of  the  Analytical  Sanatory  Commission,  states,  “ In 
connexion  with  these  labours,  we  consider  that  the  time  has 
now  arrived  when  the  name  of  Dr.  Arthur  Hassall  should 
be  mentioned,  on  whom  these  inquiries  have  almost  exclu- 
sively devolved,  and  to  whom  belongs  the  credit  of  having 
brought  to  light  practices  in  relation  to  the  adulteration 
of  food  of  the  highest  importance,  and  of  the  extent  and 
nature  of  which  no  one  previously  entertained  any  adequate 
conception.  It  is  almost  impossible  to  over-estimate  the 
importance  of  these  labours,  either  in  a pecuniary  or  sani- 
tary point  of  view,  both  as  regards  the  public  and  the  medical 
profession.  To  Dr.  Hassall,  then,  belongs  the  merit  of  having 
established  in  this  country  a new  and  distinct  department  of 
public  hygiene”  (p.  152.).  Again,  in  a review  of  Dr.  Hassall’s 
book  contained  in  the  Lancet  of  January  27. 1855,  the  reviewer 
remarks,  “ It  is,  however,  but  a tribute  of  justice  to  the  extra- 
ordinary scientific  merit  and  energy  of  the  author  that  we 
should  express  our  opinion  of  the  general  merits  of  the  work. 
....  It  is  the  great  and  original  merit  of  Dr.  Hassall  to  have 
applied  the  microscope  to  important  uses  in  inquiries  of  this 
nature,  and  to  have  shown  by  its  use,  not  only  many  things 
previously  considered  impossible  to  show,  but  many  things 
not  previously  suspected  to  exist.”  Dr.  Letheby,  to  be  sure, 
joins  issue  here  with  the  writer  in  the  Lancet,  and  in  his 
letter  to  the  Medical  Times  questions  the  value  of  microscopic 
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investigations  in  matters  of  this  nature.  We  must  leave  these 
gentlemen  to  settle  this  question  between  them  — non 
nobis  tantas  componere  lites.  In  his  published  letter  to  the 
Times  (July  30th),  Mr.  Wakley  insinuates  that  Dr.  Hassall 
is  undeserving  of  any  merit  or  acknowledgment  on  the  part 
of  the  public,  because,  as  Mr.  Wakley,  with  not  the  best  taste, 
expresses  himself.  Dr.  Hassall  was  “ not  an  unpaid  labourer  ; ” 
but  we  would  ask,  is  Mr.  Wakley  prepared  to  affirm  the  propo- 
sition that  no  labour  is  meritorious  unless  unrewarded?  and 
that  the  fact  of  a man  realising  a handsome  income  from  his 
labours — say  in  the  editing  of  a medical  journal — is  to  dis- 
qualify him  from  the  meed  of  a public  or  a private  recognition 
of  his  industry  or  talents?  Again,  Mr.  Wakley  takes  credit  to 
himself  for  having  incurred  all  the  legal  risk;  but  Dr.  Hassall 
risked  not  only  money*,  but  his  reputation;  both  of  which 
were  more  than  once  in  jeopardy,  as  will  presently  be  more 
fully  shown,  by  the  inadvertence  of  Dr.  Letheby  or  of  his 
assistant,  and  from  the  consequences  of  which  Dr.  Hassall 
was  only  saved  by  the  exercise  of  his  accustomed  caution  in 
repeating  the  analyses  himself.  It  is  all  very  well  now 
for  the  Lancet  (art.  in  August  4th,  p.  110.)  to  say  Avith 
an  affectation  of  indifference,  “ Reclamations  as  to  priority 
or  originality  in  the  conception  and  conduct  of  successful 
undertakings  and  appeals  to  the  judgment  of  the  public 
(which,  hoAvever,  Dr.  Hassall  has  not  certainly  the  merit 
of  having  initiated ) are  not  unfrequently  the  occasion  of 
pain  to  many  Avho  are  dragged  umvillingly  into  the  con- 
test. It  is  therefore  with  unfeigned  pain  and  reluctance  that 
Ave  refer  to  the  controversies  concerning  the  analytical  sani- 
tary commission,  to  which  the  extravagant  claims  of  one 
gentleman  have  given  rise.”  After  quoting,  then,  Dr.  Has- 
sall’s  just  claim  to  have  been  “the  first  to  apply  on  a large 
scale  the  microscope  to  the  purposes  of  the  detection  of  adul- 
teration, “why,”  exclaims  the  T^ancet,  “ this  Avas  the  very 

Dr.  Ilassall  was  at  the  entire  expense  of  the  republication  of  the  Reports 
of  the  Analytical  Sanatory  Commission,  under  the  title  of  “Food  and  its  Adul- 
terations,  including  the  re-  execution  of  the  woodcuts,  which  had  all  been  de- 
stroyed by  fire.  By  the  republication  of  the  names  and  addresses  of  the  various 
merchants  and  tradesmen,  above  2000  in  number,  lie  also  incurred  heavy  legal 
responsibilities. 
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work  that  was  suggested  to  him  by  Mr.  Wakley,  and  that  he 
was  paid  for  performing  !”  So  that,  according  to  the  notions 
of  the  Lancet , if  a man  does  a work  which  he  is  engaged  to 
execute,  and  does  it  well,  but  condescends  to  allow  himself 
to  be  paid  for  performing  it,  he  is  not  only  disentitled  to 
all  merit  for  his  labours,  but  almost  disqualifies  himself  for 
the  treatment  of  a gentleman  ! Verily  they  do  well  to  add, 
‘•'it  is  unnecessary  that  we  should  say  more  on  this  subject.” 
And  yet  they  do  say  more.  “ It  may  be  regarded  as  a curious 
fact  that  until  we  read  the  letters  published  in  the  Times, 
we  were  quite  unaware  of  the  extent  to  which  Dr.  Letheby 
had  assisted  Dr.  Hassall.”  To  this  part  of  the  subject,  there- 
fore, we  now  invite  the  attention  of  the  public  and  of  the 
L^ancet. 

In  his  letter  to  the  Medical  Times  (August  1st)  Dr. 
Letheby  states,  “ As  eaidy  as  the  spring  of  1851,  Dr.  Hassall 
put  himself  in  communication  with  me  on  the  subject  of 
the  chemistry  of  his  inquiry.  From  that  time  I have 
been  constantly  referred  to,  and  have  made  nearly  300 
analyses  for  him  of  one  sort  or  another  *,  and  have  given 
him  written  and  verbal  (oral  ?)  instructions  for  all  the 
chemical  processes  alluded  to  in  his  book.”  Now,  in  answer  to 
this,  it  would  be  sufficient  to  refer  to  Dr.  Hassall’s  statement 
in  his  letter  to  the  Times  (dated  July  30th),  where  he  shows 
that  of  the  2197  analyses  published  by  him  in  his  work  on 
“ Food  and  its  Adulterations,”  ninety-six  only  were  made  by 
Dr.  Letheby,  in  which  were  included  forty-three  ashes  of 
snuff.  Of  228  analyses,  some  of  which  were  published  in  the 
Lancet,  but  which  were  not  published  in  his  book,  only  fifty- 
seven,  these  being  opiums,  were  done  by  Dr.  Letheby.  Of 
these  analyses,  then,  the  greater  part  were  confined  to  two 
articles,  viz.,  snuff  and  opium,  there  having  been  forty-three 
of  the  former  and  fifty-seven  of  the  latter  article. 

In  the  same  letter  Dr.  Hassall  writes  thus:  “Exclu- 
sive of  an  introduction  of  forty  pages,  my  work  contains 
640  pages  of  letter-press,  and  it  embraces  the  reports  which 
were  published  in  the  years  1851-2-3  and  1854.  I find 
that  twenty-five  reports  appeared  in  1851  ; these  em- 

* This  number  includes  all  the  private  analyses  made  by  Dr.  Letheby  for  Dr 
Hassall,  extending  over  several  years. 
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braced  1054  analyses,  microscopical  and  chemical,  these 
occupying  368  pages  of  the  work — more  than  one  half: 
that  twenty  reports  appeared  in  1852,  embracing  512  ana- 
lyses; the  last  of  these  reports  extending  to  page  514  : that 
in  1853  seven  reports  were  published,  containing  340  ana- 
' lyses,  and  terminating  with  the  600th  page  of  the  work ; 
lastly,  that  in  1854  three  reports  only  appeared,  containing 
291  analyses.  The  first  year  Dr.  Letheby  made  sixteen 
analyses,  the  second  nine,  the  third  fifty-nine,  including  the 
ashes  of  snuff,  and  in  the  fourth  year  twelve  analyses.”  These 
figures  would  suffice  to  show  the  amount  of  credit  to  be  given 
to  Dr.  Letheby ’s  statement  in  his  first  letter  to  the  Times 
(dated  July  27th),  that  “ up  to  that  time  he  had  been  in 
constant  communication  with  Dr.  Hassall,  directing  him  in 
the  conduct  of  all  the  unimportant  chemical  analyses,  and 
himself  taking  every  one  of  the  difficult  and  important  ones.” 
But  here  again  we  are  enabled  to  employ  the  testimony  of 
Dr.  Hassall’s  detractors  to  refute  themselves.  It  was  the 
practice  of  Dr.  Letheby  from  time  to  time  to  furnish 
Dr.  Hassall  with  sundry  letters  and  accounts  detailing 
the  number  and  nature  of  the  analyses  performed  by 
him.  These  have  fortunately  been  preserved,  and  were 
lately  submitted  to  the  scrutiny  of  the  Rev.  R.  S.  Daniell 
and  Mr.  Bolton,  who  have  drawn  up  a very  clear  and  ex- 
plicit statement  on  the  subject.  From  this  we  extract  the 
following  paragraphs : “ The  entire  number  of  chemical 
analyses  performed  by  Dr.  Letheby  is  165,  which  bears  but 
a very  small  proportion  to  the  number  of  analyses,  micro- 
scopical as  well  as  chemical,  performed  by  Dr.  Hassall  — 
viz.,  2481.”  “ Of  these  samples,  63  were  tobacco  and  snuff 

ashes,  and  53  opiums ; thus  leaving  49  samples  only  of  all 
other  kinds  ; but  it  is  to  be  especially  noted  that  the  analyses 
of  these  53  samples  of  opium  are  not  recorded  in  Dr.  Hassall’s 
work  on  “ Food  and  its  Adulterations.”*  And  were  further 

* These  numbers  differ  slightly  from  those  given  in  the  letter  of  Dr.  Has- 
sall, quoted  above  ; this  immaterial  difference  is  explained  by  the  fact  that 
Dr.  Hassall  s figures  were  somewhat  hastily  compiled  in  time  for  his  letter  to 
the  Times,  while  those  in  the  Report  of  the  Rev.  R.  S.  Daniell  and  Mr. 
Bolton  were  founded  upon  the  careful  examination  of  Dr.  Letheby ’s  ac- 

B 


18 


evidence  required  in  vindication  of  Dr.  Haesall,  we  need  only 
appeal  from  Dr.  Letheby  in  the  Times  of  July  30th,  to  Dr. 
Letheby  in  the  Times  of  August  1st,  where,  in  a letter  dated 
July  31st,  he  makes  the  very  important  and  conclusive  admis- 
sion— that  only  291  analyses  icere  made  by  him  ; this  number 
not  only  including  all  the  analyses  made  under  Dr.  Hassall’s 
direction,  for  the  Analytical  Sanatory  Commission,  but  also, 
as  Dr.  Letheby  himself  confesses,  all  the  private  analyses 
made  for  that  gentleman  for  several  years  past,  and  for  both  of 
which  Dr.  Letheby  regularly  charged;  thus  Dr.  Letheby 
writes : “ The  rest  were  for  the  most  part  of  things  which 
did  not  immediately  concern  the  Commission ; they  were  of 
matters  which  he  had  received  for  examination  in  the  way 
of  business.” 

The  enumeration  of  analyses  performed  for  the  Lancet, 
as  given  by  Dr.  Letheby  in  the  letter  just  quoted,  amounts 
TO  only  205  samples  against  2481,  and  ill  this  enumera- 
tion there  are  several  manifest  errors.  Thus,  samples  of  cod- 
liver  oil,  and  other  articles  are  mentioned,  upon  which  no 
reports  have  ever  appeared  in  the  I^ancet,  and  some  of  which 
were  private  analyses.  Even  of  these  analyses  it  should  be 
stated  that  many  were  merely  confirmatory,  others  were  par- 
tial only.  The  above  evidence  is  then  conclusive  as  regards 
the  number  of  analyses  actually  made  by  Dr.  Letheby ; but 
two  other  statements  advanced  by  him,  having  reference  to 
the  assistance  rendered  by  him,  still  require  to  be  noticed. 

Dr.  Letheby  states  that  he  made  “every  one”  of  the 
« important  ” analyses.  The  following  particulars  furnish  a 
sufficient  reply  to  this  statement : — Dr.  Letheby  had  nothing 
to  do,  as  appears  from  the  Table,  with  the  analyses  of  tea  for 
Prussian  blue,  indigo,  sulphate  of  iron,  blacklead,  catechu, 
&c. ; of  coffee  and  chicory  for  Venetian  red  and  reddle;  of 
cayenne  for  red-lead  and  vermilion ; of  bottled  fruits  and 
vegetables,  of  preserves,  and  of  pickles  for  copper  ; of  coloured 
sugar  confectionery  for  arsenite  of  copper,  carbonate  of 
copper,  chromate  of  lead,  litharge,  red-lead,  carbonate  of 
lead,  vermilion,  &c. ; of  gin  and  rum  for  cayenne  and  grains 

counts  and  letters.  See  Table  of  Analyses  and  scrutiny  of  Dr.  Letheby’s  ac- 
counts in  Appendix,  p.  31. 
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of  paradise  ; of  anchovies,  of  potted  meats  and  fish,  of  the  red 
sauces,  for  bole  Armenian  ; of  anatto  for  lead  and  copper,  &c. 
That  these  were  amongst  the  important  chemical  analyses 
cannot  be  denied. 

Again,  Dr.  Letheby  states  that  he  furnished  directions  for 
all  the  “unimportant”  analyses,  and  gave  “written  and 
verbal  instructions  for  all  the  chemical  processes  ” alluded  to 
in  Dr.  HassalPs  work. 

The  principal  chemical  processes  described  in  the  above 
mentioned  work  are  those  for  the  detection  of  lead,  copper, 
iron,  vermilion,  alum,  and  sulphuric  acid.  Now  these  are 
described  in  nearly  every  elementary  work  on  chemistry,  and 
it  is  difficult  to  conceive  what  merit  Dr.  Letheby  would  claim 
in  connection  with  such  well-known  processes  as  these.  But 
it  is  not  a little  singular,  in  reference  to  this  part  of  the  sub- 
ject, that  Dr.  Hassall  has  in  his  possession  a communication 
in  which  Dr.  Letheby  expresses  a very  strong  disinclination 
to  make  known  the  processes  of  analyses  pursued  by  him. 
The  reasons  assigned  would  be  acknowledged  to  be  of  a very 
curious  character  did  we  feel  ourselves  at  liberty  to  publish 
them.  In  the  cases  of  the  analyses  in  which  Dr.  Letheby 
was  employed,  it  was  necessary  that  Dr.  Hassall  should  be 
furnished  with  the  method  of  examination  pursued  by  him, 
both  in  order  that  he  might  have  some  means  of  assuring 
himself  of  the  accuracy  of  the  results  supplied,  and  that  he 
should  be  in  a position  to  describe,  if  required,  the  steps  by 
which  those  results  were  arrived  at. 

It  occasionally  happened  that  the  results  furnished  were 
inaccurate,  rendering  imperative  the  repetition  of  the 
analyses,  and  the  exercise  of  the  greatest  caution  in  em- 
ploying the  conclusions  supplied.  A remarkable  instance 
of  this  kind  has  been  stated,  which  was  very  nearly  pro- 
ductive of  the  most  disastrous  consequences.  In  reply  to 
inquiries  of  Dr.  Hassall,  Dr.  Letheby  reported  that  two 
samples  of  gin  forwarded  for  examination  contained  that 
poisonous  metallic  substance,  sulphate  of  zinc,  and  a state- 
ment to  that  effect  was  actually  in  type , giving  the  names 
of  the  parties  of  whom  the  samples  of  gin  were  obtained, 
and  with  severe  reflections  upon  the  serious  nature  of  the 
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offence  of  adding  so  injurious  a substance  to  gin.  Prior  to 
the  publication  of  the  Report  on  Gin  in  the  Lancet,  however, 
Dr.  Hassall  was  led  to  suspect  the  correctness  of  the  results 
furnished  by  Dr.  Letheby  ; he  therefore  analysed  a portion 
of  the  same  samples  himself,  found  that  they  did  not  contain 
a trace  of  zinc,  and  called  Dr.  Letheby’s  attention  to 
the  error,  which  was  acknowledged  by  him.  This,  although 
one  of  the  most  striking  of  the  errors  committed,  is  by  no 
means  the  only  example  which  might  be  adduced.  Not 
very  long  since  some  waters  were  forwarded  to  him  to  ascer- 
tain the  degree  of  hardness.  These  were  all  returned  wrong, 
and  on  Dr.  Hassall’s  pointing  out  the  error  to  him,  he  con- 
fessed the  mistake,  and  said  that  it  had  occurred  through  a 
fault  of  his  laboratory  assistant;  thus  showing  that  of  the 
analyses  actually  entrusted  to  Dr.  Letheby  all  were  not  per- 
formed by  him. 

We  feel  that  Dr.  Hassall’s  vindication  would  not  be  com- 
plete unless  we  noticed  the  use  which  Dr.  Letheby  has  made 
of  certain  extracts  from  Dr.  Ilassall’s  private  letters  to  him. 
Of  the  propriety  of  publishing . passages  from  a confidential 
correspondence  between  professional  men  without  the  con- 
sent of  the  writer  (for  which,  in  this  instance,  there  did  not 
exist  even  the  miserable  excuse  of  a previous  quarrel),  there 
can  be,  we  should  think,  but  one  opinion.  “ Quis  enim 
unquam  qui  paulum  modo  bonorum  consuetudinem  nosset, 
literas  ad  se  ab  amico  missas,  offensione  aliqua  interposita, 
in  medium  protulit,  palamque  recitavit?  Quid  est  aliud 
tollere  e vita  vitas  societatem,  quam  tollere  amicorum  colloquia 
absentium  ? Quam  multa  joca  solent  esse  in  epistolis,  qu® 
prolata  si  sint,  inepta  videantur ! quam  multa  seria,  neque 
tamen  ullo  modo  divulganda!’  (Cicero,  in  M.  Antonium .) 
But  what  is  the  inference  that  Dr.  Letheby  would  have  us 
to  deduce  from  the  extracts  from  Dr.  Hassall’s  private  letters, 
which  he  has  not  scrupled  to  publish  ? Is  it  that  Dr.  Hassall 
is  deficient  in  chemical  knowledge?  With  equal  justice 
might  Dr.  Hassall  point  to  those  errors  which  have  been 
noticed  above  on  the  part  of  Dr.  Letheby ; and  thence  en- 
deavour to  fix  on  that  gentleman  an  imputation  of  incom- 
petency. 
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But  recrimination,  we  are  conscious,  is  no  answer  in  such 
an  argument ; and,  therefore,  we  would  invite  attention  to  the 
extracts  themselves,  and  ask  whether  it  is  not  evident  that 
the  notes  from  which  they  are  quoted  were  written  in  much 
haste,  and  amid  the  pressure  of  business,  seeing  that  the 
information  sought  was  such  as  might  easily  have  been  ob- 
tained from  any  elementary  treatise  on  chemistry,  without 
exposing  the  applicant  to  any  ungenerous  use  of  a con- 
fidential communication  ? Dr.  Hassalfs  reputation  as  a man 
of  science  stands  on  too  secure  a foundation  to  be  injured  by 
the  admission  that  he  has  occasionally  sought  for  informa- 
tion, from  Dr.  Letheby  ; indeed,  considering  the  importance 
of  the  inquiry  in  which  he  was  engaged,  and  the  magnitude  of 
the  interests  at  stake,  we  think  it  very  creditable  in  Dr.  Has- 
sall  that  he  should  have  sought  extraneous  advice  whenever 
he  had  reason  to  mistrust  his  own  judgment  in  any  investiga- 
tion. He  was  not  surely  going  to  pay  Dr.  Letheby  for  telling 
him  what  he  already  knew.  After  all,  only  one  adulteration, 
we  are  told,  was  discovered  by  Dr.  Letheby  that  was  not 
previously  known  to  Dr.  Hassall,  viz.,  that  of  snuff  with 
bichromate  of  potash.  In  some  cases  Dr.  Letheby  was  con- 
sulted by  Dr.  Hassall  as  a mere  matter  of  convenience,  and  in 
order  to  lighten  in  some  degree  his  own  severe  labour. 

With  regard  to  the  period  at  which  Dr.  Letheby  was  con- 
sulted, the  following  particulars  may  be  stated  in  reply  to 
his  assertion,  that  he  was  referred  to  by  Dr.  Hassall  through- 
out these  inquiries.  — The  first  report  of  the  Commission  was 
published  in  the  Lancet  in  January,  1851,  but  the  inquiries 
themselves  commenced  some  months  previously.  The  first 
published  reference  made  to  Dr.  Letheby  was  in  July  of  the 
same  year,  at  which  time  Dr.  Hassall  had  made,  without 
reference  to  Dr.  Letheby,  no  less  than  833  examinations  and 
analyses ; the  analyses  of  snuff  and  opium,  which  amounted 
to  two-thirds  of  the  entire  number  made  by  Dr.  Letheby, 
were  performed  during  the  latter  part  of  1853.  Now,  although 
Dr.  Hassall  occasionally  consulted  Dr.  Letheby  from  July, 
1851,  he  did  so  rather  as  a friend,  and  without  any  authority 
from  Mr.  Waklcy  to  do  so,  and  indeed  without  his  knowledge, 
as  appears  from  his  admission,  to  which  we  have  already 
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referred  in  a quotation  from  the  article  in  the  Lancet : and  it 
was  not  till  near  the  end  of  1853  that  ho  was  authorised  to 
incur  a limited  expense  for  chemical  investigations  ; and  this, 
chiefly  in  connexion  with  the  adulteration  of  drugs.  Mr.  Wakley 
even  wished  that  Dr.  Rogers  should  be  employed  in  pre- 
ference to  Dr.  Letheby  ; but  Dr.  Hassall  urged  that  he  might 
be  at  liberty  to  refer,  when  necessary,  to  Dr.  Letheby.  If 
Dr.  Hassall  had  concealed  the  fact,  and  had  withheld  all 
acknowledgment  that  Dr.  Letheby  had  been  employed  to 
render  in  some  cases  ehemical  assistance,  Dr.  Letheby  would 
have  had,  to  some  extent,  an  excuse  for  his  conduct ; but  so 
far  from  this  being  the  case  we  find  Dr.  Letheby’s  name  re- 
peatedly referred  to  in  several  of  the  Reports  of  the  Commis- 
sion * ( although  Dr.  HassalVs  own  name  is  hut  once  mentioned 
in  them),  as  well  as  in  the  introduction  to  Dr.  Hassall’s  work 
on  “Food  and  its  Adulterations,”  where  his  services  are  thus 
frankly  acknowledged:  “We  have  now  to  acknowledge  the 
great  assistance  which  we  have  derived  at  different  times  from 
our  friend  Dr.  Letheby,  to  whom  we  have  been  in  the  habit  of 
referring  frequently  on  doubtful  points.  The  chemical  por- 
tions of  the  later  reports  contained  in  this  volume,  com- 
mencing with  that  on  Vinegar  and  its  Adulterations,  have  all 
been  revised  by  Dr.  Letheby : our  best  thanks  are  therefore 
due,  and  are  most  cheerfully  accorded,  to  that  gentleman,  for 
the  kind  and  ready  aid  which  he  has  at  all  times  afforded  us.” 
We  have  now,  we  believe,  examined  all  the  more  im- 
portant statements  and  allegations  contained  in  the  letter  of 
Mr.  Wakley,  but  more  particularly  in  those  of  Dr.  Letheby. 
The  results  of  this  examination  may  be  thus  summed  up  : 

1st.  That  the  claim  set  up  on  behalf  of  Dr.  Letheby  to  an 
“ equal  share  ” with  Dr.  Hassall  in  the  credit  of  the  labours 
of  the  Lancet  Sanatory  Commission  is  one  which  cannot  be 
sustained.  In  an  article  entitled  “ Food  and  its  Adultera- 
tions,” which  lately  appeared  in  a certain  paper  f under  the 

* Dr.  Letheby,  in  his  letter  to  the  Medical  Times,  himself  enumerates  no 
less  than  nine  different  places  in  Dr.  Hassall’s  work  in  which  his  name  is 
referred  to.  It  should  be  remembered  that  these  Reports  appeared  as  the  work 
of  a Commission,  and  were  written  in  the  plural  number,  and  hence  it  was  not 
possible  to  specify  in  every  case  by  whom  each  analysis  was  performed. 

f See  Appendix,  p.  53. 
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name  of  “ Dr.  Letheby,”  we  perceive  that  that  gentleman  has 
pushed  his  pretensions  to  a most  extravagant  degree.  Not 
content  with  adopting  the  very  title  of  Dr.  Hassall’s  elaborate 
book,  whereby  he  has  necessarily  exposed  himself  to  invidious 
comparison,  from  which  one  would  have  supposed  he  would 
rather  have  shrunk,  he  tells  the  public  that  “ the  Lancet  Sana- 
tory Commission  was  composed  of  three  persons;  viz.,  “the  pre- 
sent writer”  himself,  “ as  analytical  chemist,  Dr.  Hassall,  the 
microscopist,  and  Mr.  Miller,  the  artist.”  With  regard  to  Mr. 
Miller,  we  have  reason  to  believe  that,  while  Dr.  Hassall  would 
not  for  one  moment  depreciate  the  value  of  his  assistance,  any 
person  that  had  the  slightest  knowledge  of  Mr.  Miller  would 
be  convinced  that  he  would  (if  alive)  be  the  very  foremost  to 
repudiate  the  absurd  attempt  to  place  him  on  a level  with 
Dr.  Hassall  in  respect  to  these  investigations,  seeing  that  not 
only  wras  the  part  allotted  to  him  entirely  subordinate,  that 
of  a microscopic  draughtsman,  but  for  the  education  neces- 
sary to  qualify  him  for  the  task  he  was  indebted  to  the  per- 
sonal instructions  of  Dr.  Hassall.  With  equal  reason  might 
Dr.  Letheby  pretend  that  the  engraver,  printers,  and  paper- 
makers  were  members  of  the  Commission.* 

2nd.  That  Mr.  Wakley  has  really  no  just  ground  of  com- 
plaint against  Dr.  Hassall  whatever.  Until  the  period  when 
Dr.  Hassall’s  friends  set  on  foot  the  subject  of  the  testimonial 
about  to  be  presented  to  him,  that  is,  many  months  after  the 
completion  of  the  Reports  of  the  Analytical  Sanatory  Com- 
mission, no  difference  existed  between  Mr.  Wakley  and  Dr. 
Hassall.  On  the  contrary,  Mr.  Wakley  has  publicly  and 

• Mr.  Miller  entered  Dr.  Hassall’s  service  as  a microscopic  artist  nearly  ten 
years  ago,  receiving  a fixed  salary,  and  remained  in  it,  with  some  few  inter- 
ruptions, until  the  period  of  his  death.  Daring  this  time  he  worked  under 
Dr.  Hassall’s  immediate  directions  and  in  his  own  house.  In  Dr.  IIassall’6 
work,  “ Food  and  its  Adulterations  ” we  meet  with  the  following  passage 
written  many  months  previous  to  Mr.  Miller’s  death : — 

“ The  drawings  from  which  the  engravings  were  prepared  were  made  by  Mr. 
Henry  Miller,  and  the  engravings  themselves  were  executed  by  Mr.  R.  Hart, 
to  both  of  whom  great  credit  is  due  for  the  care  and  skill  bestowed.” 

This  paragraph  then  clearly  shows  tho  nature  of  Mr.  Miller’s  duties  with  Dr. 
Hassall.  It  should  be  mentioned  that  for  the  last  two  years  Mr.  Miller’s  health 
was  such  as  almost  incapacitated  him  from  following  his  occupation.  (See 
Appendix,  p.  53.) 
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repeatedly  acknowledged  his  entire  satisfaction  at  the  manner 
in  which  Dr.  Hassall  conducted  the  business  of  the  Commis- 
sion; and  indeed,  consistently  with  truth,  he  could  not  do  other- 
wise. Even  in  Mr.  Wakley’s  letter  to  the  Times,  which  will 
be  found  in  the  Appendix,  we  meet  with  the  following  ac- 
knowledgment of  Dr.  Hassall’s  services : “ I readily  and 
cheerfully  acknowledge  the  scientific  merits  of  Dr.  Hassall, 
and  that  his  Reports  afforded  me  the  highest  satisfaction.” 

The  merit  which  belongs  to  Mr.  Wakley  in  connexion 
with  this  Commission,  and  which  no  one  has  more  freely  and 
repeatedly  acknowledged  than  Dr.  Hassall  himself,  is  of  a 
totally  different  kind.  Dr.  Hassall  was  the  chief  scientific 
labourer  in  the  matter,  while  Mr.  Wakley’s  great  merit  con- 
sisted in  his  boldness  in  incurring  the  risk  attendant  upon  the 
publication  of  the  names  and  addresses  of  the  persons  whose 
goods  were  reported  upon  in  the  Lancet,  — a proceeding 
attended  with  no  serious  consequences,  owing  to  the  scrupu- 
lously accurate  manner  in  which  Dr.  Hassall  conducted  these 
inquiries,  and  for  which  much  gratitude  is  due  to  Dr.  Has- 
sall on  the  part  of  Mr.  Wakley.  Although  the  Reports  of 
the  Commission  were  published  with  great  regularity  for  four 
years,  and  they  contain  the  results  of  the  analysis  of  con- 
siderably over  2,000  samples,  yet  but  in  a single  unimportant 
instance  have  they  been  shown  to  be  inaccurate. 

3rd.  We  have  shown  that  Dr.  Hassall  was  the  author  of 
the  Reports  of  the  Analytical  Sanatory  Commission:  he 
planned  their  order  and  arrangement ; he  conducted  nine- 
teen-twentieths of  the  necessary  investigations ; he  wrote 
the  Reports;  in  fact,  the  whole  conduct  of  the  Commis- 
sion was  entrusted  to  him  from  the  very  purchase  of  the 
samples  down  to  the  final  correction  of  the  proofs:  he  was, 
indeed,  the  very  life  and  soul  of  that  Commission. 

In  corroboration  of  the  correctness  of  these  statements,  we 
need  only  refer  to  the  agreement  between  Mr.  Wakley  and 
Dr.  Hassall,  in  which  Dr.  Hassall  is  acknowledged  to  be  the 
author  of  the  Reports  of  the  Commission,  and  by  which  the 
right  of  publication  of  those  reports  in  his  own  name,  and  for 
his  own  benefit,  is  secured  to  him.  The  first  paragraph  of  this 
agreement  is  as  follows : 
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“Mr.  Wakley  agrees  that  Dr.  Arthur  Hassall  shall  have  the 
sole  right  to  republish  for  his  own  benefit,  and  in  his  own  name, 
in  a form  separate  from  the  Lancet,  all  reports  and  articles 
under  the  title  of  the  Analytical  Sanatory  Commission,  pro- 
jected by  Mr.  Wakley,  and  being  accounts  of  analyses  of  food 
and  drugs,  written  by  Dr.  Hassall,  as  well  those  which 
have  heretofore  been,  as  those  which  may  be  furnished  by 
him  to  and  published  in  the  Lancet  before  the  25th  day  of 
December,  one  thousand  eight  hundred  and  fifty-four.” 

There  is  another  point  of  view  from  which  this  subject 
should  be  considered.  The  great  merit  and  importance  of 
the  Reports  of  the  Lancet  Commission  consist  in  the  applica- 
tion for  the  first  time  of  the  microscope  on  an  extensive  scale 
to  the  subject  of  adulteration.  This  application  was  un- 
doubtedly first  conceived  by  Dr.  Hassall,  as  is  shown  by  his 
paper  already  referred  to  on  the  adulteration  of  coffee  read 
before  the  Botanical  Society  of  London  many  months  before 
the  Reports  of  the  Commission  appeared,  and  which  paper  led 
to  the  establishment  of  that  Commission. 

Had  chemistry  alone  been  relied  upon,  these  inquiries  would 
have  completely  failed ; for  chemistry  had  long  since  made 
known  all  the  more  important  chemical  facts  connected  with 
the  subject  of  adulteration.  Thus  the  presence  of  Prussian 
blue  in  green  tea,  of  red  lead  in  cayenne,  of  copper  in  pickles, 
and  of  a variety  of  poisonous  pigments  in  coloured  sugar 
confectionery,  was  determined  years  since  by  chemistry.  It 
was  the  microscope,  then,  in  the  hands  of  Dr.  Hassall,  that 
so  largely  increased  the  means  of  detecting  adulteration. 
That  this  was  so  will  sufficiently  appear  from  the  following 
quotations. 

In  the  article  on  Dr.  Hassall’s  work,  entitled  “ Food  and 
its  Adulterations,”  contained  in  the  Quarterly  Review  for 
March,  1855,  we  meet  with  this  sentence: — 

“ In  its  present  application  (the  application  of  the  micro- 
scope) consists  Dr.  Hassall’s  advantage  over  all  previous 
investigators  in  the  same  field.  The  precision  with  which  he 
is  enabled  to  state  the  result  of  his  labours  leaves  no  appeal.” 
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The  Dublin  Revieiv  remarks : — 

“ The  secret  of  his  success  has  been  that,  in  addition  to 
chemical  analysis,  he  has  used  the  microscope  in  his  inquiries, 
and  his  merit  not  only  consists  in  the  able  manner  in  which 
he  has  employed  the  instrument,  but  in  his  being  the  first  to 
use  it  practically  and  to  such  an  extent  for  this  purpose.” 

In  an  article  on  the  same  work,  written  in  January,  1855, 
the  Lancet  remarks  : — 

“ It  is  now  unnecessary  to  say  how  completely  Dr.  Hassall 
dispelled  the  delusion  as  to  the  circumscription  of  science, 
and  how  he  demonstrated  that  the  microscope,  wielded  by  the 
skilful  naturalist  and  chemist,  was  able  to  unravel  and  to 
analyse  the  component  structures  of  substances  that  bid  de- 
fiance to  the  blow-pipe  and  the  test  tube  alone.  It  is  the 
great  and  original  merit  of  Dr.  Hassall  to  have  applied  the 
microscope  to  important  uses  in  inquiries  of  this  nature,  and 
to  have  shown  by  its  uses,  not  only  many  things  previously 
considered  impossible  to  show,  but  many  things  not  previously 
suspected  to  exist.” 

Lastly,  the  Times  writes  : — 

“ The  microscope  seems  to  have  been  the  more  effective 
instrument  in  the  work.” 

We  have  now  shown  that  the  assault  made  upon  Dr. 
Hassall  by  Dr.  Letheby  was  uncalled  for  and  unmerited,  and 
that  nothing  has  been  stated  in  the  whole  of  the  correspon- 
dence now  before  the  public  to  detract  in  the  slightest  de- 
gree from  the  high  reputation  which  Dr.  Hassall  has  justly 
earned  for  himself  by  the  eminent  share  which  he  has  had 
in  the  prosecution  of  these  inquiries.  And  we  confidently 
believe  that  so  far  from  his  former  friends  dropping  from  him, 
as  Dr.  Letheby  anticipates,  in  disgust,  he  will  find  that 
the  injustice  which  has  been  directed  against  him  will  not 
only  confirm  them  in  their  attachment,  but  will  be  the  means 
of  attracting  new  ones  to  his  side. 
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STATEMENTS 

Made  by  Dr.  Letheby,  with  the  Replies. 


STATEMENTS. 

1 . Dr.  Letheby  states,  that  he  made 
“ every  one”  of  the  important  ana- 
lyses. 


2.  Dr.  Letheby  states,  “ in  the  month 
of  June,  that  is,  directly  after  the  Com- 
mission began  its  labours , I was  re- 
quested by  Dr.  Hassall  to  give  him 
assistance,  &c. ; in  fact,  on  the  14-th 
of  that  month  he  forwarded  specimens 
of  cocoa  ash  for  analysis.” 


3.  Dr.  Letheby  states,  “In  many 
cases,  indeed  I may  say,  in  most,  he 
just  got  far  enough  with  the  inquiry  to 
become  embarrassed,  and  then  his  pro- 
ducts were  sent  to  me  for  completion 
or  his  results  for  correction.” 

4.  Dr.  Letheby  writes,  “ Latterly, 
as  he  (Dr.  Hassall)  most  truly  says,  I 
have  been  constantly  engaged  with 
him.” 


ANSWERS. 

1.  It  is  proved  by  Dr.  Letheby’s 
own  accounts  that  the  analyses  actually 
made  by  him  amount  to  1 65,  while  he 
has  himself  limited  his  own  claim  to 
205  samples. 

That  is,  Dr.  Letheby  made  165 
analyses,  many  partial  only,  as  against 
2,481,  the  number  made  by  Dr.  Hassall, 
and  many  of  which  were  both  micro- 
scopical and  chemical.  (See  Report 
by  the  Rev.  R.  S.  Daniell  and  Mr. 
Bolton.,  p.  31.) 

2.  The  Commission  commenced  its 
labours  in  the  latter  part  of  1850.  The 
first  Report  appeared  in  the  beginning 
of  January,  1851.  At  the  period 
named  by  Dr.  Letheby  upwards  of  800 
analyses  and  examinations  had  been 
published  by  Dr.  Hassall  before  any 
reference  was  made  to  Dr.  Letheby. 
Again  : the  analyses  of  snuff-ashes  and 
opium,  which  constituted  nearly  two- 
thirds  of  the  entire  number  of  analyses 
made  by  Dr.  Letheby , were  made  during 
the  latter  part  of  1853. 

3.  This  is  certainly  a most  incor- 
rect statement,  and  not  according  to  the 
facts  of  the  case. 


4.  This  statement  is  equally  in- 
correct. No  such  admission  was  ever 
made  by  Dr.  Hassall. 
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5.  Dr.  Letheby  states  that  Dr. 
Hassall  published  certain  analyses  by 
himself  in  his  Review  of  Dr.  Golding 
Birds  Urinary  Deposits,  “with  a mere 
apology  in  the  way  of  acknowledgment." 


6.  Dr.  Letheby  states,  that  “the 
entire  Chemistry,”  of  Dr.  Hassall’s 
Taper  on  Indigo  in  the  Human  Urine, 
published  in  the  Transactions  of  the 
Royal  Society,  “ is  a verbatim  copy  of 
my  notes  to  him  on  the  subject.” 

7.  Dr.  Letheby  states  that  his  note 
on  Indigo  was  reprinted  without  the 
merest  shadow  of  acknowledgement. 


8.  Dr.  Letheby  writes,  “ Dr.  Hassall 
states,  that  up  to  the  last  few  days  we 
have  been  in  friendly  communication, 
and  that  no  word  of  dissatisfaction  has 
escaped  me.  This  is  not  strictly  true, 
&c.”  And  again  Dr.  Letheby  states 
in  another  letter,  “ Since  that  time  our 
correspondence  has  only  been  of  a busi- 
ness character.” 

9-  Dr.  Letheby  states,  “ I wrote  a 
strong  letter  of  censure  to  him  and 
again  “ I wrote  to  him  (Dr.  Hassall)  in 
the  severest  terms.” 

10.  Dr.  Letheby  states  that  the 
Analytical  Sanatory  Commission  “was 
composed  of  three  persons,  — the  pre- 
sent writer  (himself)  as  analytical 
chemist,  Dr.  Hassall  the  microscopist, 
and  Mr.  Miller  the  artist.” 

“11.  Dr.  Letheby  states,  in  evidence 
before  the  Committee  of  the  House  of 
Commons,  “ For  nineteen  years  before 
that  I was  engaged  by  the  late  Dr.  Pe- 
reira in  making  investigations  for  his 
great  work  on  Materia  Mcdicu.” 


5.  The  analyses  made  were  5 in 
number ; they  were  of  things  sent  by 
Dr.  Hassall.  Dr.  Letheby’s  name  is 
attached  to  one  of  them,  and  the  fol- 
lowing acknowledgment  is  made  with 
reference  to  the  others:  “ It  should  be 
stated  that  in  the  above  analyses  of  the 
urates,  we  have  received  great  and 
valuable  assistance  from  Dr.  Letheby.” 
This,  then,  is  what  Dr.  Letheby  calls 
“ a mere  apology  in  the  way  of  acknow- 
ledgment.” 

6’.  It  has  been  shown  that  this  state- 
ment is  incorrect.  (See  Dr.  Hassall’s 
reply,  p.  54.) 


7*  The  acknowledgment  actually 
made  was  as  follows : “ For,  as  sug- 
gested by  my  friend  Dr.  Letheby,  to 
whom  I am  much  indebted  for  the  aid 
afforded  in  these  analyses ,”  &c.  Besides 
this.  Dr.  Letheby’s  name  is  specially 
mentioned  in  the  paper  in  four  other 
places. 

8.  See  conclusion  of  Dr.  Hassall’s 
third  letter  to  the  Times.  The  para- 
graph there  quoted  was  written  several 
months  after  the  completion  of  the 
Lancet  Reports,  and  the  publication  of 
Dr.  Hassall’s  work,  entitled  “ Food  and 
its  Adulterations.”  It  ends  “ with 
kind  regards,”  &c. 

9-  This  is  certainly  most  untrue. 
The  letter  in  question  is  still  in  exis- 
tence, and  it  does  not  contain  a syllable 
of  censure. 

10.  It  has  been  proved  that  this 
statement  is  likewise  utterly  incorrect. 
See  p.  53. 


“11.  The  work  of  Dr.  Pereira  does 
not  contain  any  acknowledgment  what- 
ever of  services  rendered  by  Dr. 
Letheby  in  the  production  of  that 
work.” 
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SUMMARY  OF  ACCOUNTS  OF  ANALYSES 

Performed  by  Dr.  Letheby  at  the  request  of  Dr.  Hassall,  for  the  Sana- 
tory Commission  of  the  Lancet. 

Dr.  Hassall  lias  placed  before  us  certain  letters,  accounts,  and  charges 
in  the  handwriting  of  Dr.  Letheby. 

These  were  sent  in  at  different  periods  during  the  last  four  years,  and 
they  specify  the  nature  and  number  of  the  analyses  performed  by  him 
during  that  period  at  the  request  of  Dr.  Hassall  for  the  Lancet  Sana- 
tory Commission.  They  have  been  submitted  to  a careful  examination 
by  us,  and  we  now  report  upon  them  to  the  following  effect : — 

From  these  documents  it  appears  that  in  1851  twenty-one  analyses 
were  made  by  Dr.  Letheby  in  all : 10  of  these  were  ashes  of  cocoa,  one 
being  a quantitative  analysis  and  the  rest  merely  qualitative,  ■whilst  the 
remaining  11  samples  consisted  of  breads  and  flours  which  were  ana- 
lysed for  alum  only. 

That  in  1852  twelve  analyses  were  made  by  Dr.  Letheby  ; of  which 
8 were  of  samples  of  ale,  3 of  vinegar,  and  1 of  cayenne. 

That  in  1853  one  hundred  analyses  were  made  by  Dr.  Letheby  ; of 
which  8 were  of  samples  of  tobacco,  12  of  Manilla  cheroots  for  opium, 
43  of  snuff  ashes,  and  3 7 of  powdered  opium. 

That  in  1854  the  number  of  analyses  performed  by  Dr.  Letheby  was 
thirty-two;  of  which  l6  were  of  powdered  opium,  10  of  blue  sugar 
confectionary  for  the  blue  pigment  only,  2 of  snuff,  and  4 of  samples 
of  gin. 

The  accounts  rendered  by  Dr.  Letheby,  being  so  clear  and  in  his 
own  handwriting,  furnish  indisputable  and  conclusive  evidence  of  the 
actual  number  of  analyses  performed  by  him,  some  of  them  being  par- 
tial analyses  only.  Thus  it  is  distinctly  shown  that  the  entire  number 
of  chemical  analyses  performed  by  Dr.  Letheby,  viz.  165,  bears  but  a 
very  small  proportion  to  the  number  of  the  analyses,  as  well  microsco- 
pical as  chemical,  performed  by  Dr.  Hassall,  viz.  2481. 

Of  these  samples  63  were  of  tobacco  and  snuff,  and  53  of  opium  ; 
thus  leaving  48  samples  of  all  other  kinds  ; but  it  is  to  be  especially 
noted  that  the  analyses  of  these  53  samples  of  opium  are  not  recorded 
in  Dr.  Hassall’s  work  on  “ Food  and  its  Adulterations.” 

As  witness  our  hands  this  first  day  of  August,  One  thousand  eight 
hundred  and  fifty-five. 

Ravmond  S.  Daniell,  M.  A.,  Oxon. 

Georoe  Bolton. 

9,  Queen  Street,  Brompton. 

In  this  statement  of  the  number  of  analyses  made  by  Dr.  Letheby 
in  each  year,  the  dates  given  in  his  own  account  are  followed. 
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MEMORANDUM  OF  AGREEMENT 
Between  Mr.  Wakley  and  Dr.  Hassall. 

Mr.  Wakley  agrees  that  Dr.  Arthur  Hassall  shall  have  the  sole  right 
to  republish  for  his  own  benefit,  and  in  his  own  name,  in  a form  sepa- 
rate from  the  Lancet , all  reports  and  articles  under  the  title  of  the 
Analytical  Sanatory  Commission  projected  by  Mr.  Wakley,  and  being 
accounts  of  analyses  of  food  and  drugs  written  by  Dr.  Hassall,  as  well 
those  which  have  heretofore  been  as  those  which  may  be  furnished  by 
him  to  and  published  in  the  Lancet,  before  the  twenty-fifth  day  of 
December,  One  thousand  eight  hundred  and  fifty-four. 


First  Title  as  to  the  Reports  on  Food. 

Reports  from  January  1st,  1851,  to  December  3 1st,  1854,  inclusive, 
revised  and  extended,  of  the  Analytical  Sanatory  Commission  of  the 
Lancet  on  “ Food  and  its  Adulterations ; ” being  Records  of  the  Results 
of  some  Thousands  of  Microscopical  and  Chemical  Analyses  of  the  Solids 
and  Fluids  consumed  by  all  Classes  of  the  Public.  By  Arthur  Hill 
Hassall,  M.  D.,  Chief  Analyst  of  the  Commission,  Physician  to  the 
Royal  Free  Hospital. 


Second  Title. 

Reports  from  January  1st,  1851,  to  December  31st,  1854,  inclu- 
sive, revised  and  extended,  on  Food  and  its  • Adulterations,  originally 
published  in  the  Lancet ; being  Records  of  the  Results  of  some 
Thousands  of  Microscopical  and  Chemical  Analyses  of  the  Solids  and 
Fluids  consumed  by  all  Classes  of  the  Public.  By  Arthur  Hill  Has- 
sall, M.  D.,  Chief  Analyst  of  the  Commission,  Physician  to  the  Royal 
Free  Hospital. 


First  Title  as  to  the  Reports  on  Drugs. 

Reports,  revised  and  extended,  of  the  Analytical  Sanatory  Commis- 
sion of  the  Lancet,  on  Drugs,  Chemicals,  and  Pharmaceutical  Prepara- 
tions, with  their  Impurities,  Adulterations,  and  Falsifications  ; being 
Records  of  the  Results  of  some  Thousands  of  Microscopical  and  Chemi- 
cal Analyses.  By  Arthur  Hill  Hassall,  M.  D.,  Chief  Analyst  of  the 
Commission,  Physician  to  the  Royal  Free  Hospital. 

Second  Title. 

Reports,  revised  and  extended,  on  Drugs,  Chemicals,  and  Pharmaceu- 
tical Preparations,  with  their  Impurities,  Adulterations,  and  Falsifica- 
tions ; being  Records  of  the  Results  of  some  Thousands  of  Microscopical 
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and  Chemical  Analyses,  originally  published  in  the  Lancet.  By  Arthur 
Hill  H assail,  M.D.,  Chief  Analyst  of  the  Commission,  Physician  to  the 
Royal  Free  Hospital. 


Not  any  such  Report  on  Food  to  be  republished  by  Ur.  Hassall  until 
after  the  expiration  of  one  year  subsequent  to  its  first  publication  in  the 
Lancet , unless  with  the  consent  in  writing  of  Mr.  Wakley,  his  execu- 
tors, administrators,  or  assigns. 

The  republication  of  the  Reports  on  Drugs  not  to  include  any  report 
that  has  been  published  in  the  Lancet  at  a less  period  than  two  years 
from  the  time  of  its  first  publication  in  that  journal,  unless  with  the 
consent  in  writing  of  Mr.  Wakley,  his  executors,  administrators,  or 
assigns. 

It  is  also  agreed  that  if  Dr.  Hassall,  or  his  assigns,  republish  the  Re- 
ports on  Food  aforesaid,  he  or  they  shall,  on  or  before  the  25tli  day  of 
December,  1855,  purchase  all  the  engravings  used  in  such  reports  at 
one  half  of  the  original  cost  of  such  engravings,  and  of  the  drawings 
from  which  they  were  made,  this  half  amounting,  to  this  date,  3rd  Sep- 
tember, 1853,  to  the  sum  of  2 9/-  12s.  3d.,  the  half  cost  of  all  subse- 
quent drawings  and  engravings  to  be  ascertained  and  computed  from 
the  accounts  of  the  artist  and  engraver. 

It  is  further  agreed  between  the  parties  subscribing  to  this  memo- 
randum, that  if  Dr.  Hassall,  his  executors,  administrators,  or  assigns, 
shall  not  have  republished  the  reports  and  articles,  consent  in  writing, 
when  necessary,  having  been  given,  or  have  purchased  the  drawings  and 
engravings  on  or  before  the  25th  day  of  December,  1855,  then  Mr. 
Wakley,  his  executors,  administrators,  or  assigns,  shall  be  at  liberty  to 
republish  the  said  reports  and  articles  in  a separate  form,  as  the  same 
originally  appeared  in  the  Lancet.  And  further,  in  case  the  said  Dr. 
Hassall,  his  executors,  administrators,  or  assigns,  shall,  on  or  before  the 
25th  day  of  December,  1855,  have  republished  the  said  reports  and 
articles  in  a separate  form,  then  it  shall  be  lawful  for  the  said  Mr. 
Wakley,  his  executors,  administrators,  or  assigns,  to  republish  the  said 
reports  and  articles  as  the  same  originally  appeared  in  the  Lancet,  also 
in  a separate  form,  at  any  time  after  the  expiration  of  five  years  from 
the  date  of  the  republication  by  Dr.  Hassall ; the  right,  however,  of 
Mr.  Wakley  so  to  publish  in  a separate  form  is  not  in  any  manner  to 
limit  or  restrict  Dr.  Hassall’s  right  of  republication  when,  and  as  often, 
as  he  pleases. 

In  the  event  of  a republication  by  Mr.  Wakley,  his  executors,  ad- 
ministrators, or  assigns,  of  any  portion  of  the  Lancet  at  any  time,  he 
reserves  the  right  to  the  use  of  the  engravings  for  such  purpose  ; but 
the  part  or  parts  of  the  Lancet  so  to  be  republished  are  not  to  consist  of 
any  collection  separate  and  apart  from  the  other  contents  of  the  Lancet 
(except  as  herein-before  provided)  of  the  reports  and  articles,  the  right 
to  the  republication  of  which  is  hereby  vested  in  Dr.  Hassall,  his  execu- 
tors, administrators,  or  assigns. 

Provided  also  that  nothing  herein  contained  shall  prevent  the  repub- 
lication by  Mr.  Wakley  of  any  occasional  report  or  article  as  aforesaid. 
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But  this  shall  not  authorize  Mr.  Wakley  to  republish  such  reports  or 
articles  at  stateil  periods,  or  in  a collected  form,  txcept  as  herein-before 
mentioned,  viz.,  live  years  after  their  first  publication  by  Dr.  H assail, 
his  executors,  administrators,  or  assigns. 

Thomas  Wakley. 
Arthur  H.  Hass  all. 
Witness,  William  Henry  Strange. 

Dated  12th  Dec.  1853. 


An  accident  by  fire  having  occurred  at  Messrs.  Savill’s  since  this 
agreement  was  first  drawn  up,  by  which  it  is  understood  that  some  of 
the  engravings  have  been  destroyed,  it  is  further  agreed  that  Dr.  Ilassall 
shall  only  be  required  to  purchase  at  the  rate  before  stated  such  engrav- 
ings as  Mr.  Wakley  shall  be  enabled  to  produce.*  It  is  further  agreed 
that  Dr.  Hassall  shall  purchase  all  the  drawings  and  engravings  used 
to  illustrate  the  reports  on  drugs  and  their  adulterations  on  the  same 
terms  on  which  he  is  to  purchase  those  on  food  and  its  adulterations. 
It  is  likewise  agreed  that  should  Dr.  Hassall  have  occasion  to  have  new 
engravings  prepared  in  consequence  of  the  accident  beforesaid,  that  Mr. 
Wakley  shall  be  entitled  to  the  use  of  such  engravings  should  he  re- 
publish the  reports  as  before  described,  on  terms  to  be  mutually  agreed 
upon,  or  if  necessary  by  arbitration  in  the  usual  manner  ; it  being  under- 
stood that  the  engravings  are  to  be  returned  to  Dr.  Hassall,  his  execu- 
tors, administrators,  and  assigns. 


The  following  are  the  more  important  parts  of  the  leading  article, 
which  appeared  in  the  Times  for  July  24th,  1855,  and  which  gave  rise 
to  the  correspondence  printed  below  : — 

“Some  thirty  years  ago,  the  British  public  was  frightened  by  the  cry 
of  ‘ Death  in  the  pot but  we  might  now,  it  seems,  re-echo  the  alarm 
with  greater  force  than  ever.  Death  is  not  only  in  the  pot,  it  is  every- 
where ; not  only  in  our  food  and  our  drink,  but  in  the  very  medi- 
cines which  should  cure  our  diseases.  The  matter  is  now  under 
investigation  before  a Parliamentary  Committee,  and  it  has  been  shown 
by  evidence  of  the  most  convincing  kind  that  of  the  articles  of  daily 
use  and  first  necessity  a very  great  portion  is  subject  to  foul  and  sys- 
tematic adulteration. 

“But  how,  the  reader  may  ask,  has  the  discovery  at  this  particular 


* It  being  found  on  examination  that  the  whole  of  the  wood  engravings 
were  destroyed,  Dr.  Hassall  had  to  be  at  the  entire  expense  of  their  re-execution. 
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period  been  made  or  certified  ? Partly  through  material  improvements 
effected  in  the  means  of  detection,  but  mainly  by  the  skill  and  persever- 
ance of  Dr.  Hassall,  who,  by  devoting  to  this  subject  the  energies  of  a 
scientific  mind,  and  pursuing  it  with  that  steady  zeal  which  its  import- 
ance justified,  has  thus  become  a public  benefactor  of  no  common  order. 
If  gratitude  is  due  to  these  who  discover  antidotes  to  disease,  or  invent 
appliances  for  relieving  pain,  the  same  obligation  must  undoubtedly  be 
admitted  to  the  man  whose  researches,  by  detecting  the  hidden  seeds  of 
sickness,  must  directly  tend  to  prolong  life  and  increase  its  comforts. 

“ The  facts  of  the  case,  though  already  more  or  less  known  to  the  pub- 
lic, are  really  startling  when  presented  in  so  large  a mass  and  on  such 
formal  authority.  ‘ In  nearly  all  articles,’  said  Dr.  Hassall  before  the 
Committee,  ‘ whether  food,  drink,  or  drugs,  my  opinion  is  that  adultera- 
tion prevails/  and  ‘ many  of  the  substances,’  he  added,  employed  in  the 
adulterating  process  were  not  only  injurious  to  health,  but  even  poisonous. 
Anatto,  arrowroot,  anchovies,  bread,  coffee,  chicory,  currypowder,  and 
gin  are  some  of  the  articles  which  were  enumerated  in  alphabetical  order 
as  visibly  and  incontestably  subjected  to  this  treatment ; while  ‘ sulphate 
of  copper,  verdigris,  Brunswick  greens,  whitelead,  and  sulphate  of  lime,’ 
were  specified  as  among  the  substances  used  for  the  purposes  of  adul- 
teration. The  investigations  which  led  to  these  agreeable  results  were 
conducted  in  the  most  practical  and  businesslike  manner.  Samples  of 
the  articles  to  be  analysed  were  purchased  to  the  number  of  twenty  or 
forty  specimens  from  different  classes  of  traders,  the  powers  of  the  micro- 
scope, as  well  as  other  tests,  were  then  brought  to  bear  upon  them,  and 
a report  was  drawn  up  embodying  the  general  conclusions.  The  micro- 
scope seems  to  have  been  the  more  effective  instrument  in  the  work. 
Less  than  five  years  ago,  for  instance,  it  would,  we  are  told,  have  been 
impossible  to  detect  the  presence  of  chicory  in  coffee.  In  fact,  the 
opinion  of  three  distinguished  chyrnists  was  actually  quoted  in  the 
House  of  Commons  to  that  effect,  whereas  by  the  use  of  the  microscope 
the  differences  of  structure  in  these  two  substances,  as  in  many  other 
cases,  can  be  promptly  discerned.  Out  of  thirty-four  samples  of  coffee 
purchased  at  the  outset  of  the  investigation,  chicory  was  discovered  in 
thirty-one,  chicory  itself  being  also  adulterated  with  all  manner  of  com- 
pounds. There  is  no  falling  back  either  upon  tea  or  chocolate,  for  these 
seem  rather  worse  used  than  coffee.  Tea  is  adulterated,  not  only  here, 
but  still  more  in  China;  while  as  to  chocolate,  the  processes  employed  in 
corrupting  the  manufacture  were  described  as  ‘ diabolical.’  ‘ It  is  often,’ 
said  a witness,  ‘mixed  with  brick-dust  to  the  amount  of  ten  per  cent., 
ochre  twelve  per  cent.,  and  peroxide  of  iron  twenty-two  per  cent.,  animal 
fats  of  the  worst  description,  and  rancid  tallow.’ 

***** 

“And  now  for  the  practical  question, — how  are  we  to  put  a stop  to 
such  proceedings  ? Let  no  readers  suppose  that  they  are  exempted  by 
their  position  from  the  evils  under  discussion,  for  Dr.  Hassall  expressly 
deposed  that  he  ‘ had  not  observed  any  great  difference  in  the  sam- 
ples procured  from  wealthy  or  the  poorer  neighbourhoods.’  How- 
ever rich,  indeed,  a man  may  be,  he  cannot  grow  his  own  tea  or  his 
own  drugs.  For  beer,  bread,  preserves,  pickles,  &c.,  it  is  possible,  now 
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anil  then,  to  rely  upon  home  manufacture ; but  even  for  some  of  the 
materials  used  in  these  very  processes  we  must  be  dependent  on  the 
ordinary  trade  supply,  while  in  an  infinite  variety  of  cases  we  must 
take  either  what  is  offered  for  sale  or  nothing.  No  doubt,  great  security 
may  be  obtained  by  a judicious  selection  of  shops,  but  these  means  of 
choice  are  not  within  everybody’s  reach,  and  besides,  no  shops,  however 
humble,  ought  to  deal  in  adulterated  articles.  Poor  customers  demand 
even  more  protection  than  rich.  Of  course,  very  considerable  and 
immediate  benefit  will  result  from  this  exposure  itself ; in  fact,  Dr. 
Hassall  observed  that  a marked  difference  was  already  noticeable  in  the 
shop  windows  with  regard  to  such  articles  as  preserved  fruit  and  vege- 
tables, formerly  coloured  with  deleterious  compounds;  for  housekeepers 
will  please  to  understand  that  pickles  can  be  excellent  without  being 
bright  green,  just  as  anchovy  sauce  can  be  perfect  without  being  red. 
Still,  it  will  be  very  desirable  that  more  direct  measures  should  be 
adopted  to  remove  so  serious  an  evil,  and  it  does  not  seem  that  any 
sufficient  agency  for  this  purpose  exists.  Perhaps  some  machinery  of 
inspection,  attended  with  a publication  of  the  results,  would  be  found 
most  effective,  but  for  the  present  we  suspect  the  public  will  find  the 
best  safeguard  in  their  own  vigilance,  aided  by  the  light  which  this 
seasonable  inquiry  cannot  fail  to  throw  over  every  part  of  the  case. 
We  only  trust  that  such  services  as  Dr.  Hassall  has  rendered  in  the 
matter  will  not  be  soon  forgotten.  It  is  through  researches  like  his 
that  what  would  be  otherwise  mere  suspicion,  even  if  it  were  not  treated 
as  fable,  becomes  producible  as  fact,  and  that  truth  is  at  length  put  before 
our  eyes  so  palpably  as  to  forbid  either  indifference  or  doubt.” 


The  subjoined  letters  comprise  the  whole  of  the  correspondence 
which  ensued  on  the  publication  of  the  above  article.  The  editor  of 
the  Lancet,  in  republishing  these  letters  in  his  Journal,  omitted  Dr. 
Hassall’s  second  and  principal  letter,  giving  only  one  or  two  short  pas- 
sages, excusing  himself  on  the  plea  that  he  could  not  find  space  for  it. 
When  it  is  remembered  that  Dr.  Hassall  contributed  the  whole  of  the 
Reports  of  the  recent  Sanatory  Commission  for  a period  of  four  years, 
that  scarcely  a number  of  that  Journal  appeared  without  its  containing 
some  of  his  writings,  and  that  those  writings  brought  both  profit  and 
reputation  to  the  Lancet,  it  might  have  been  thought  that  Mr.  Wakley 
would  not  have  denied  Dr.  Hassall  the  right  of  making  known  to  the 
readers  of  that  Journal  what  he  had  to  say  in  his  own  defence,  and  that 
he  would  have  made  room  for  the  letter  in  question.  The  injustice  of 
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giving  part  only  of  the  correspondence  is,  however,  so  obvious,  tha 
further  remark  on  such  a proceeding  is  unnecessary. 

At  the  request  of  his  friends,  Dr.  Hassall  has  submitted  this  corre- 
spondence, as  also  the  Literary  Gazette  for  4th  August,  1855,  to  the 
opinion  of  counsel,  and  that  opinion  is,  that  the  articles  in  question 
contain  matter  of  an  actionable  character. 


LETTER  I. 

ADULTERATION  OP  FOOD. 

To  the  Editor  of  the  “ Times,”  July  2 6th,  1855. 

Sir, — A leading  article  in  the  Times  of  Wednesday,  on  the  evidence 
given  before  Mr.  Scholefield’s  Committee  on  the  Adulteration  of  Food, 
contains  expressions  which  are  likely  to  raise  the  credit  of  one  person 
at  the  expense  of  many,  — I allude  to  the  eulogrum  which  the  writer 
addresses  to  Dr.  Hassall.  It  is,  however,  but  right  to  say  that,  although 
Dr.  Hassall  is  undoubtedly  entitled  to  much  praise  for  the  manner  in 
which  he  has  performed  his  part  in  exposing  the  frauds  practised  in 
food  and  drink,  yet  others  have  been  employed  with  him  in  the  same 
work  who  are  entitled  to  an  equal  share  of  public  esteem;  for  example, 
it  was  Mr.  'Wakley  who  originated  the  idea  of  a Sanatory  Commission, 
and  it  was  he  who  planned  the  arrangements  necessary  to  put  it  into 
operation.  He  it  was  who  paid  all  the  expenses  of  the  inquiry,  and 
who  was  at  the  cost  of  publishing  the  results  in  the  Lancet,  and  who 
also  bore  the  risk  which  was  attendant  thereon.  A poor  artist  of  the 
name  of  Miller  made  the  microscopic  examinations  and  drawings,  with- 
out which  the  work  of  the  commission  would  have  been  very  incomplete 
Dr.  Letheby,  of  the  London  Hospital,  conducted  all  the  important  chy- 
mical  analyses ; and  Mr.  Postgate,  of  Birmingham,  was  really  the  agent 
of  public  agitation,  whereby  this  inquiry  of  Mr.  Scholefield’s  has  been 
instituted. 

I think.  Sir,  you  will  admit  that,  in  justice  to  all  these  gentlemen,  the 
preceding  facts  should  be  recorded,  and  that  you  will  see  the  force  of 
my  motto,  — 

Palmam  qui  meruit  ferat. 


LETTER  II. 

I 

POOD  AND  ITS  ADULTERATIONS. 

To  the  Editor  of  the  “ Times,”  July  27 th,  1855. 

Sir,  — Your  correspondent  in  his  letter  of  to-day  has  somewhat 
contravened  the  spirit  of  his  excellent  motto,  Palmam  qui  meruit  ferat. 

c 3 
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This  letter  contains  certain  inaccuracies,  which,  as  they  relate  to  a 
subject  now  of  public  importance,  and  concern  closely  myself,  I beg  to 
be  permitted  to  rectify. 

1 will  notice  the  several  points  of  the  letter  in  the  order  in  which 
they  occur. 

The  Analytical  Commission  of  the  Lancet  took  its  origin  under 
these  circumstances : — 

Early  in  1850  I read  a paper  on  the  subject  of  coffee  and  its  adul- 
terations, in  which  I recorded  the  results  of  the  application  of  the 
microscope  to  the  detection  of  adulteration,  before  the  Botanical  Society 
of  London.  A very  favourable  notice  of  this  paper  appeared  in  nearly 
all  the  daily  journals,  including  the  Times.  I forwarded  the  original 
article  itself  to  the  Lancet,  and  proceeded  to  follow  up  the  subject  by 
preparing  another  report  on  sugar,  intended  for  the  same  society.  After 
a time  Mr.  Wakley,  with  whom  I had  not  previously  held  any  com- 
munication on  the  subject,  wrote  to  me,  and  asked  me  whether  I thought 
a series  of  articles  could  be  so  prepared  as  to  admit,  without  very  great 
risk,  the  publication  of  the  names  and  addresses  of  the  parties  of  whom 
the  goods  analysed  vjere  purchased  ? I replied  that  they  could,  due 
caution  being  exercised.  I then  engaged  to  furnish  the  articles,  Mr. 
Wakley  devising  the  title  under  which  they  were  to  appear,  and  under- 
taking to  publish  the  names  — a very  bold  proceeding,  and  one  entitling 
him  to  the  highest  praise. 

In  conformity  with  this  engagement,  I supplied  the  reports  for  a 
period  of  four  years.  I employed  my  own  agents  in  the  purchase  of 
the  samples,  accompanying  them  on  all  occasions  myself,  for  greater 
security.  I made  all  the  necessary  investigations,  microscopical  and 
chymical,  unaided,  except  latterly  in  some  few  instances,  where  extra 
cliymical  assistance  was  required,  or  where  a second  opinion  on  a chy- 
mical question  was  requisite.  I determined  the  order  of  the  several 
reports,  and  I wrote  them  all,  with  a single  exception,  up  to  the  expi- 
ration of  the  four  years,  when,  acting  under  a written  agreement  with 
Mr.  Wakley,  I published  them  in  my  own  name  under  the  title  of 
Food  and  its  Adulterations. 

The  manner  in  which  these  inquiries  were  conducted  may  be  judged 
of  by  the  fact  that,  although  some  thousands  of  analyses  were  made  and 
names  published,  in  one  instance  only  was  an  action  brought,  and  this 
was  abandoned  at  an  early  period.  In  republishing,  with  additions,  the 
reports  in  my  own  name,  I incurred  the  whole  expense ; and  also  the 
responsibility  of  the  renewed  publication  of  the  names. 

In  these  inquiries  no  one  was  associated  with  me,  but  during  the  latter 
part  of  the  period  I was  authorised  to  employ,  to  a certain  extent  only, 
chymical  assistance  when  necessary,  and  in  the  exercise  of  this  discre- 
tion I employed  my  friend  Dr.  Letheby,  whose  services  I had  much 
pleasure  in  acknowledging  in  my  work. 

Such  is  a brief  sketch  of  the  origin  and  history  of  the  Sanatory  Com- 
mission of  the  Lancet. 

I will  now,  in  as  few  words  as  possible,  point  out  the  inaccuracies 
contained  in  your  correspondent’s  letter.  He  writes  : “ A poor  artist,  of 
the  name  of  Miller,  made  the  microscopic  examinations  and  drawings.” 
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Mr.  Miller,  who  had  been  in  my  exclusive  occupation  for  many  years 
of  his  life,  and  who  was  specially  educated  as  a microscopic  artist  by 
myself,  made,  in  my  own  house,  and  under  my  own  immediate  instruc- 
tions, the  necessary  drawings,  but  he  did  not,  as  stated,  make  the  micro- 
scopic examinations,  for  which,  indeed,  he  was  not  competent ; neither 
is  it  correct  to  say  that  Dr.  Letheby  “ conducted  all  the  important  chy- 
mical  analyses.” 

Having  made  these  material  corrections,  may  I ask,  after  having  as- 
signed the  chymical  investigations  to  Dr.  Letheby,  and  the  microscopical 
examinations  and  drawings  to  Mr.  Miller,  what  part  either  of  the  work 
or  of  the  merit  your  correspondent  reserves  forme,  which  would  justify 
the  eulogium  which,  at  the  same  time,  he  is  pleased  to  confer  on  me  ? 

I have  the  honour  to  remain, 

Your  very  obedient  servant, 

Arthur  H.  Hassall,  M.  D., 

Member  of  the  Royal  College  of  Physicians. 

Bennett  Street,  St.  James  Street,  July  26. 


LETTER  III. 


To  the  Editor  of  the  “ Times,”  July  30. 

Sir,  — As  my  name  has  been  very  emphatically  mentioned  by  Dr. 
Hassall  in  his  letter  in  the  Times  of  to-day,  it  is  but  right  that  I 
should  offer  an  explanation  of  the  part  which  I have  performed  in  the 
work  of  the  Lancet  commission. 

Dr.  Hassall  states  that  “ in  these  inquiries  no  one  was  associated 
with  me,  but  during  the  latter  part  of  the  period  I was  authorised  to 
employ,  to  a certain  extent  only,  chymical  assistance  when  necessary, 
and  in  the  exercise  of  this  discretion  I employed  my  friend  Dr. 
Letheby,  whose  services  I had  much  pleasure  in  acknowledging  in  my 
w’ork.”  Again,  Dr.  Hassall  further  remarks',  “Neither  is  it  correct  to 
say  that  Dr.  Letheby  conducted  all  the  important  chymical  analyses.” 

Both  of  these  statements  contain  grave  inaccuracies,  for  as  early  as 
the  month  of  June,  1851  — that  is,  directly  after  the  commission  began 
its  labours* — I was  requested  by  Dr.  Hassall  to  give  him  assistance  in 
his  investigations  ; in  fact,  on  the  14th  of  that  month  he  forwarded 
specimens  of  cocoa-ash  for  analysis,  for  he  could  not  say  exactly  what 
the  nature  of  the  colouring  matter  was.  Before  the  year  was  out  I had 
examined  all  the  samples  of  bread,  flour,  and  salt  which  were  necessary 
for  his  reports  on  this  subject. 

From  that  time  until  the  present  I have  been  in  constant  com  mu - 

* This"  is  incorrect.  The  commission  commenced  its  labours  during  the 
latter  part  of  1850,  and  the  first  Report  appeared  in  January. 
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nication  with  him  — directing  him  in  the  conduct  of  all  the  unimportant 
chymical  analyses,  and  I myself  making  every  one  of  the  difficult  and 
important  ones.  In  truth,  he  invariably  wrote  to  me  when  he  began 
a new  inquiry,  and  asked  for  instructions  how  he  was  to  proceed  with 
the  chymical  part  of  the  investigation.  In  many  cases,  indeed  I may 
say  in  most,  he  got  just  far  enough  with  the  inquiry  to  become  em- 
barrassed, and  then  his  products  were  sent  to  me  for  completion,  or  his 
results  for  correction.*  Latterly,  as  he  most  truly  says,  I have  been 
constantly  engaged  with  him  ; and,  to  speak  the  truth,  I have  made 
hundreds  of  analyses  for  him.  f 

In  conclusion,  I will  put  it  to  any  practical  chymist  whether  it  was 
possible  for  any  man  to  proceed  with  an  important  research  who  would 
ask  such  questions  as  the  following  ? — 

“ Will  you  kindly  give  me  the  process  for  the  quantitative  analysis 
of  iron  ? Is  the  Prussian  blue  which  subsides  on  the  addition  of  ferro- 
cyanideof  potassium  soluble  in  excess  of  the  precipitant?” 

Again,  after  having  received  instructions  from  me  respecting  the 
examination  of  porter,  he  says  : — 

“I  am  getting  on  very  well  with  the  porters,  but  one  difficulty 
which  presents  itself  to  me  is  the  best  method  of  detecting  sulphate  of 
iron  in  porter.  It  would  not  be  thrown  down,  I believe,  either  by  the 
acetate  of  lead  or  the  sulphuretted  hydrogen  used,  in  which  case,  if 
present  in  the  porter,  it  ought  to  be  found  in  the  sugar  obtained  by  the 
evaporation  of  the  fluid  portion  of  the  porter  freed  from  acetate  of  lead. 
Is  this  so  ? A line  to  steer  me  right  in  the  matter  would  greatly  oblige.” 

I have  many  such  questions  as  these.  They  are  in  Dr.  Hassall’s 
own  handwriting ; and  I regret  he  has  made  it  necessary  that  I should 
allude  to  them. 

I am  informed  by  Mr.  Scholefield  that  my  evidence  will  be  required 
by  the  parliamentary  committee,  and  I shall  then  take  the  opportunity 
of  saying  what  I really  have  done  in  this  matter. 

I remain,  Sir,  yours  obediently, 

II.  Letheby,  M.B., 

Professor  of  Chymistry  and  Toxicology  in  the 
Medical  College  of  the  London  Hospital. 

London  Hospital,  July  27. 

* This  statement  is  entirely  incorrect. 

f Such  an  observation  as  the  above  was  never  made  by  Dr.  Hassall.  Dr. 
Letheby  here  attributes  to  Dr.  Hassall  an  admission  in  his  own  favour,  for 
which  there  is  not  the  smallest  authority. 
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LETTER  IV. 

To  the  Editor  of  the  “ Times,"  July  30. 

Sir, — Nothing  less  than  a feeling  of  necessity  has  induced  me  to 
trouble  you  with  this  communication.  A conflict  of  claims  on  the  sub- 
ject to  which  it  relates  cannot  he  otherwise  than  offensive  to  good  taste. 
I trust,  however,  that  I shall  be  pardoned  for  noticing  some  very  strik- 
ing inaccuracies  in  the  letter  of  l)r.  Hassall  which  appeared  in  your 
paper  of  yesterday.  Allow  me  to  quote  the  passages  to  which  I refer. 
Dr.  Hassall  says  that . — 

“ The  Analytical  Commission  of  the  Lancet  took  its  origin  under 
these  circumstances : — 

“ Early  in  1850  I read  a paper  on  the  subject  of  coffee  and  its  adul- 
terations, in  which  I recorded  the  results  of  the  application  of  the 
microscope  to  the  detection  of  adulteration,  before  the  Botanical  Society 

of  London After  a time  Mr.  Wakley,  with  whom  I 

had  not  previously  held  any  communication  on  the  subject,  wrote  to 
me,  and  asked  me  whether  I thought  a series  of  articles  could  be  so  pre- 
pared as  to  admit,  without  very  great  risk,  the  publication  of  the  names 
and  addresses  of  the  parties  of  whom  the  goods  analysed  were  pur- 
chased ? I replied  that  they  could,  due  caution  being  exercised.  I 
then  engaged  to  furnish  the  articles,  Mr.  Wakley  devising  the  title 
under  which  they  were  to  appear,  and  undertaking  to  publish  the  names 
— a very  bold  proceeding,  and  one  entitling  him  to  the  highest  praise.” 

Thus,  it  will  be  seen,  Dr.  Hassall  dates  the  origin  of  the  Analytical 
Commission  from  1850 — only  five  years  since,  and  ascribes,  inferenti- 
ally,  the  cause  of  it  to  a paper  written  by  him  in  that  year  on  the 
subject  of  coffee  and  its  adulterations.  Now,  what  are  the  facts?  The 
plan  of  the  Analytical  Sanatory  Commission  was  put  in  operation  by 
me  so  long  ago  as  1830 — just  a quarter  of  a century  since  ; and  Dr. 
O’Shaughnessy,  now  in  India,  who  has  acquired  a world-wide  reputa- 
tion, was  engaged  by  me  to  conduct  the  investigations.  In  the  following 
year  a paper  by  him,  entitled  “Poisoned  Confectionary  — detection  of 
Gamboge,  Lead,  Copper,  Mercury,  and  Chromate  of  Lead  in  various 
Articles  of  Sugar  Confectionary,”  by  W.  B.  O’Shaughnessy,  M.D.,  was 
published  by  me  in  the  Lancet  of  May  14.  1831.  From  that  docu- 
ment I quote  the  following  passage:  — “ I had,  as  far  back  as  a year 
since,  been  requested  by  the  editor  of  the  Lancet  to  undertake  a series 
of  analytic  investigations  into  the  truth  or  inaccuracy  of  various  alleged 
adulterations,  with  the  view  that  the  authenticated  information  thus  ob- 
tained might  either  dissipate  needless  apprehension,  by  pointing  out 
the  falsity  of  many  alarming  statements,  or  might  lead  to  the  efficient 
protection  of  the  public  health,  by  showing,  a3  far  as  analysis  could 
teach,  what  were  the  admixtures  really  prejudicial  and  essential  to  be 
prohibited.  Different  circumstances,  unnecessary  to  particularise  here, 
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combined  to  delay  the  commencement  of  these  inquiries  until  a fortnight 
since.” 

The  evidence  of  Dr.  O’Shaughnessy,  therefore,  is  conclusive  that  he 
undertook  for  me  a series  of  analytical  investigations  in  the  year  1830; 
and  1 actually  published  a report  from  him  in  1831.  Soon  after  that 
period  Dr.  O’Shaughnessy  obtained  an  appointment  under  the  Govern- 
ment, and  afterwards  proceeded  to  India.  The  results  of  Dr.  O’Shaugh- 
nessy’s  inquiries  were  so  important  that  he  laid  them  before  the 
Secretary  of  State  for  the  Home  Department,  but  nothing  at  that  time 
was  done  by  the  Government  with  reference  to  the  subject. 

In  1836  I again  took  active  measures  with  a view  to  the  exposure 
and  prevention  of  adulterations  of  food,  and  I obtained  the  assistance  of 
Mr.  T.  H.  Henry,  who  was  then  very  young,  but  who  since  that  time, 
in  consequence  of  his  great  scientific  acquirements,  lias  obtained  a just 
celebrity  as  a philosophic  ehymist,  and  is  now  a fellow  of  the  Royal 
Society.  In  reply  to  a letter  addressed  to  that  gentleman  this  morning 
the  following  has  been  received : — 

18.  Lincoln’s-inn-fields,  July  27 • 1855. 

Sir, — In  reply  to  your  inquiry,  I beg  to  state  that  I believe  the 
idea  of  publishing  reports  of  the  analytical  examination  of  articles  of 
food,  drugs,  &c.,  together  with  the  names  and  addresses  of  the  persons 
from  whom  the  articles  were  purchased,  originated  with  Mr.  Wakley 
more  than  twenty  years  ago.  I was  myself  engaged  professionally  by 
Mr.  Wakley,  by  whom  all  the  expenses  of  my  inquiries  were  paid,  in 
making  such  investigations  from  October,  1836,  to  May,  1837-  I have 
not  now  a list  of  the  substances  examined  by  me,  but  it  was  furnished 
to  Mr.  Wakley  at  the  time,  with  the  names  and  addresses  of  the  various 
shopkeepers  from  whom  the  articles  were  obtained.  On  receiving  a 
valuable  professional  appointment,  my  engagement  with  Mr.  Wakley 
was  brought  to  a close  before  my  investigations  were  completed. 

I remain  your  obedient  servant, 

T.  H.  Henry,  F.ll.S. 

To  the  Secretary  of  Mr.  Wakley. 

The  absurdity,  therefore,  of  attributing  the  origin  of  the  Analytical 
Sanatory  Commission  to  any  paper  written  in  1850  or  to  any  suggestion 
from  Dr.  Hassall  in  that  year  is,  therefore,  too  palpable  to  require  any 
further  notice ; but  I cannot  'refrain  from  introducing  in  this  place  a 
single  sentence  from  a leading  article  in  the  Lancet,  which  accompanied 
the  report  of  the  Analytical  Sanatory  Commission,  published  on  the  4th 
of  January,  1851  : — Cf  We  re-enter  upon  the  labour  (which  we  actually 
commenced  in  1831)  with  a full  sense  of  the  responsibilities  it  involves 
and  a full  determination  to  cope  with  them,  come  in  what  shape  they 
may,  satisfactorily  and  successfully.”  In  the  long  interval  between 
1831  and  1836,  and  between  1837  and  1850,  the  subject  at  different 
periods  had  occupied  much  of  my  attention,  and  I continued  to  be  more 
and  more  impressed  with  the  conviction  that  the  public,  and  especially 
the  juvenile  portion  of  it,  suffered  greatly  from  the  practice  of  adultera- 
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tion  which  so  generally  prevailed.  At  different  times  I contemplated  de- 
voting a distinct  periodical  to  the  subject,  with  a view  to  excite  such  a 
degree  of  attention  as  would  ultimately  procure  the  interference  of  the 
Legislature.  Multifarious  occupations  prevented  my  carrying  that  pur- 
pose into  effect  until  1850 ; but  it  will  be  seen  from  the  following  note 
that  my  attention  was  fully  directed  to  the  question  in  the  two  years 
preceding  that  period  : — 

13.  Caroline-street,  Bedford-square,  July  28.  1855. 

Dear  Sir,  — In  reply  to  your  question,  I beg  to  state  that  in  1848 
and  1849  I was  requested  by  you  to  assist  in  making  the  requisite  pre- 
parations for  publishing  a periodical  which  should  contain  regular  reports 
of  the  analyses  and  adulterations  of  food  and  other  articles  of  consumption, 
together  with  the  names  and  addresses  of  the  persons  from  whom  the 
examined  articles  were  bought,  and  at  your  dictation  I wrote  at  Hare- 
field  Park  the  introduction  or  preface  of  the  intended  periodical.  This 
certainly  occurred  at  least  two  years  before  the  report  of  the  Analytical 
Sanatory  Commission  of  January  4.  1851,  appeared  in  the  Lancet. 

I am,  dear  Sir,  yours  truly, 

George  S.  Brent. 

To  Thomas  Wakley,  Esq. 

Dr.  Hassall  has  admitted  in  his  letter  that  I am  the  author  of  the 
title,  “ Analytical  Sanatory  Commission,”  and  I think  it  will  be  admitted, 
after  a perusal  of  the  foregoing  documents,  that  it  would  only  have  been 
consistent  with  candour  and  truth  if  he  had  also  acknowledged  that  the 
whole  scheme  of  the  commission  originated  with  me,  and  that  it  was 
conducted  solely  at  my  cost  and  legal  risk.  I may  here  remark  that  one 
of  the  obstacles  to  the  execution  of  my  design  at  a much  earlier  period 
arose  from  some  apprehensions  which  I entertained,  in  consequence  of  the 
opinions  expressed  by  my  legal  friends  and  advisers,  that  1 might  be  in- 
volved in  ruinous  expenses  if  I published  the  names  and  addresses  of 
the  falsifiers  of  articles  of  food  ; but,  having  felt  most  strongly  that  in 
such  publicity  would  consist  the  great  utility  of  the  undertaking,  and 
that  systematic  works  on  adulterations  unaccompanied  by  such  announce- 
ments had  been  productive  of  immense  mischief,  instead  of  benefit,  by 
showing  how  the  frauds  could  be  practised  and  the  culprits  left  without 
a check  or  exposure,  I considered  that  the  good  to  be  gained  was  worth 
the  risk,  and  at  length  firmly  resolved  to  appeal  from  the  anger  of  the 
dishonest  traders  and  undersellers  to  the  men  who  conducted  their 
business  with  fairness  and  integrity. 

It  will  be  noticed  that  in  the  paragraph  quoted  from  Dr.  Hassall’s 
letter  it  is  stated  that  in  consequence  of  an  application  from  me  he  had 
undertaken  to  furnish  the  articles  ; and  then  he  adds  : — 

“In  conformity  with  this  engagement  I supplied  the  reports  for  a 
period  of  four  years.  I employed  my  own  agents  in  the  purchase  of  the 
samples,  accompanying  them  on  all  occasions  myself,  for  greater  security.” 
What  is  the  inference  from  these  statements  ? Apparently,  there 
can  be  but  one,  viz.,  that  Dr.  Hassall  was  not  only  an  unpaid  labourer, 
out  that  he  actually  made  the  purchases  at  his  own  cost;  for  not  a word 
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is  said  or  implied  that  he  was  employed  at  a salary  (a  far  higher  salary, 
by  the  way,  than  was  proposed  by  •himself  in  the  first  instance),  and 
that  every  cost  and  expense,  from  first  to  last,  throughout  the  whole 
conduct  of  the  commission,  was  sustained  by  me.  Accordingly,  in  the 
Doctor’s  paid  accounts  I find  charges  for  all  the  samples  of  goods  pur- 
chased — chymicals,  books,  journeys  by  Mr.  Miller  for  making  purchases, 
drawings,  apparatus,  instruments,  several  sums  for  chymical  analyses 
made  by  Dr.  Letheby,  &c.  Besides  these  expenses,  I sustained  the  law 
costs  and  incurred  all  the  undefinable  legal  risks  of  the  undertaking,  as 
was  my  duty.  In  a word,  I procured  the  services  of  Dr.  Hassall  at  a 
higher  price  than  he  demanded,  and  1 applied  those  services  to  the  pub- 
lic benefit.*  Is  it  just,  then,  that  he  should  now  endeavour  to  make  it 
appear  that  he  was  in  any  respect  concerned  in  originating  the  Analyti- 
cal Sanatory  Commission,  or  that  any  portion  of  the  inquiry  was  con- 
ducted at  his  pecuniary  cost  ? I readily  and  cheerfully  acknowledge  the 
scientific  merits  of  Dr.  Hassall,  and  that  his  reports  afforded  me  the 
highest  satisfaction  ; but  by  the  course  he  has  lately  pursued  he  has 
placed  himself  in  a false  position,  and  it  is  one  which  scientific  men  must 
deeply  regret. 

With  respect  to  the  success  of  the  Analytical  Sanatory  Commission, 
and  the  importance  which  the  subject  of  it  has  now  acquired,  I attribute 
much  of  both  to  the  favourable  notices  of  the  reports  which  so  often 
appeared  in  the  columns  of  the  Times. 

I remain,  Sir,  your  obedient  servant, 

Thomas  Wakley. 


84,  King’s  Road,  Brighton,  July  28. 


LETTER  V. 


DR.  HASSALL  AND  MR.  WAKLEY. 

To  the  Editor  of  the  “ Times.” 

Sir, — The  two  letters  contained  in  your  impression  of  this  day  — 
one  from  Mr.  Wakley  and  the  other  from  Dr.  Letheby  — demand,  in 
the  interests  of  simple  truth  and  justice,  a few  remarks  from  me  by 
way  of  explanation. 

The  long  and  elaborate  letter  of  Mr.  Wakley  leaves  the  matter  essen- 
tially as  I stated  it  on  Friday,  although  it  proceeds  on  certain  erroneous 
assumptions. 

Thus,  I have  never  claimed  to  be  the  originator  of  the  Analytical 

* The  sum  received  by  Dr.  Hassall  was  at  first  100/.  per  annum,  which  was 
afterwards  raised  to  150/.,  at  the  request  of  Dr.  Hassall.  One  would  suppose 
from  Mr.  Wakley’s  letter  that  he  had  paid  Dr.  Hassall  at  the  rate  of  1 000/.  per 
annum. 
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Sanatory  Commission  of  the  Lancet.  Further,  I have  not  one  syllabic 
to  retract  as  regards  my  statement  of  the  origin  and  history  of  that  com- 
mission. My  description  is  entirely  consistent  with  the  not  very  rele- 
vant fact  that  so  far  back  as  1830  Dr.  O'Shaughnessy  wrote  an  article, 
but  without  names  or  addresses,  on  “ Coloured  Sugar  Confectionary,” 
which  was  published  in  the  Lancet  of  the  following  year.  In  fact, 
you  will  find  that  article  specially  noticed  in  my  report  on  the  same 
subject.  My  account  is  also  equally  consistent  with  the  fact  that  Mr. 
Henry  was  engaged  by  Mr.  Wakley  in  1836  to  make  certain  analyses 
in  relation  to  adulteration.  It  is  right  to  state,  however,  that  the  re- 
sults of  these  analyses  were  never  made  known.* 

From  1837  to  1850  the  subject,  whatever  might  have  been  the 
thoughts  or  intentions  of  Mr.  Wakley,  remained  dormant;  nothing  was 
done  in  it  until  I of  myself,  and  wholly  independently,  prepared  an 
article,  first  on  coffee  and  its  adulterations,  and  then  on  sugar,  which 
was  read  to  the  Botanical  Society  of  London,  and  which  was  favourably 
noticed  by  the  press.  It  was  this  event  which  induced  Mr.  Wakley  to 
communicate  with  me,  and  which  led  to  all  the  subsequent  arrange- 
ments and  proceedings ; what  these  were  on  both  sides,  I will,  with 
your  permission,  describe  as  briefly  and  clearly  as  I possibly  can. 

Having  assured  Mr.  "Wakley,  in  reply  to  his  own  inquiries,  that  I 
thought  I could  so  prepare  a series  of  reports  on  the  subject  of  the 
adulteration  of  food  as  would  admit,  without  any  great  risk,  of  the  pub- 
lication of  the  names  and  addresses  of  the  persons  of  whom  the  goods 
analysed  were  purchased,  Mr.  Wakley  determined  to  publish  such  a 
series  in  the  Lancet  — these  to  contain  the  names  and  addresses  of  the 
vendors ; he  further  devised  the  title  under  which  they  were  to  appear, 
and  he  agreed,  of  course,  to  pay  the  expenses  of  those  inquiries.  Now, 
Sir,  I did  not  refer  to  the  pecuniary  part  of  the  subject  in  my  first 
letter  further  than  was  necessary,  out  of  motives  of  delicacy,  and  because 
it  seemed  to  me  that  it  was  not  called  for ; but  Mr.  Wakley  has  now 
himself  removed  all  reserve  on  this  head.  The  annual  expense  of  the 
commission,  including  my  salary,  the  cost  of  the  original  drawings,  of 
the  wood  engravings,  of  the  purchases  of  the  samples,  and  Dr.  Letheby’s 
fees|,  amounted  to  exactly  245/.  5s.  per  annum.  This  estimate  includes 
the  whole  cost  of  the  commission,  except  printing  and  the  law  expenses 
connected  with  the  single  abandoned  action.  As  a set-off  to  these  ex- 
penses were  to  be  put  the  increased  sale  of  the  journal  and  advertise- 
ments. My  salary  for  part  of  the  time  was  100/.  per  annum,  and 
afterwards  150/. 

* Lastly,  not  a single  number  of  the  “Journal  of  Adulteration,”  which  Mr. 
Brent  states  that  he  received  instruction  to  prepare,  ever  appeared.  It  may 
then  at  least  be  said  that  in  these  repeated  failures  to  bring  out  a series  of 
reports  on  the  subject  of  adulteration,  Mr.  Wakley  was  singularly  unfortunate 
until  he  met  with  Dr.  Hassall. 

t That  Dr.  Hassall  was  only  authorised  to  incur  a limited  expense  for  che- 
mical assistance,  may  be  inferred  from  the  fact  that  for  the  four  years  during 
which  the  reports  were  published,  the  sum  of  63/.  1 G.v.  was  charged  to  Mr. 
Wakley  for  Dr.  Letheby’s  fees.  The  amount  charged  Dr.  Hassall  by  Dr. 
Letbeby,  for  work  for  the  Lancet,  exclusive  oj'  private  analyses  was  about  20/. 
more  than  this,  and  with  which  the  Lancet  was  not  charged. 
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Such  is  a statement  of  the  facts  relating  to  the  Commission  as  regards 
Mr.  Wakley.  I will  now  describe  them  as  they  relate  to  myself. 

I employed  my  own  agents  to  purchase  the  examples.  I accompa- 
nied them  on  all  their  journeys  j 1 made  the  whole  of  the  microscopical 
investigations,  and  the  larger  part  of  the  chymical  analyses  ; I wrote  all 
the  reports,  with  a single  exception  ; and  I afterwards  published,  in 
accordance  with  my  written  agreement,  with  my  own  name  attached, 
the  whole  of  the  reports  at  my  own  cost.  The  republication  of  these 
involved  an  expense  of  800/.,  and  I had  to  furnish  my  publishers  with 
an  undertaking  to  meet  all  actions  which  might  arise  out  of  the  renewed 
publication  of  the  names  and  addresses. 

I do  not,  therefore,  claim,  nor  have  I ever  claimed  to  be,  the  origina- 
tor of  the  Sanatory  Commission  of  the  Lancet,  although  but  for  me 
there  is  every  reason  to  believe  that  there  never  would  have  been  any 
such  commission.  On  the  contrary,  I have  on  all  occasions  given  Mr. 
Wakley  the  fullest  credit  for  that  which  is  really  his  due.  In  proof 
of  this,  I would  state  that  I submitted  to  Mr.  W akley  a copy  of  the  in- 
troduction to  my  work,  in  which  the  origin  and  history  of  the  commis- 
sion is  given  precisely  as  I have  stated  it,  both  in  my  former  and  present 
letters.  With  this  Mr.  Wakley  expressed  himself  at  the  time  as  per- 
fectly satisfied. 

But  what  I do  claim  is,  that  I was  the  first  to  apply  on  a large  scale 
the  microscope  to  the  detection  of  adulteration  ; that  I was  the  chief 
labourer  in  the  work  of  the  Analytical  Sanatory  Commission  ; that  I was 
the  author  of  the  reports ; that,  in  connexion  with  these  reports,  I have 
incurred  a large  pecuniary  risk  ; and  that  I staked  my  name  and  repu- 
tation upon  the  successful  carrying  out  of  a most  arduous  and  respon- 
sible undertaking,  and  I am  truly  thankful  to  be  enabled  to  look  back 
upon  the  past  and  to  think  that  I have  so  far  accomplished  the  task 
which  I set  before  myself.  Had  l been  less  careful  or  less  conscientious 
I might  readily  have  involved  both  Mr.  Wakley  and  myself  in  ruin. 

I will  now  proceed  to  comment  very  briefly  upon  the  second  letter. 

In  the  titlepage  of  my  work  I style  myself  “ chief  analyst  of  the 
commission.”  I did  so  out  of  deference  to  Mr.  Wakley,  and  that  it 
might  not  be  supposed  that  very  nearly  the  whole  labour  was  in  the 
hands  of  one  man ; there  really  was,  however,  no  other  analyst  con- 
nected formally  with  the  commission.  It  is  quite  true,  as  is  acknow- 
ledged in  my  published  work,  that  Dr.  Letheby  made  some  of  the 
chymical  analyses,  but  made  them  as  much  for  me  as  for  the  commis- 
sion ; that  is,  Dr.  Letheby  analyzed  such  articles  only  as  I thought 
proper  to  send  him.  I was  the  judge  of  what  to  send  and  when  to 
send. 

This  fact  I have  never  sought  to  conceal  in  any  way,  and  in  proof  of 
it  I would  ask  to  be  allowed  to  quote  the  following  passage  from  my 
work : 

“ We  have  to  acknowledge  the  great  assistance  which  we  have  de- 
rived at  different  times  from  our  friend  Dr.  Letheby,  to  whom  we  have 
been  in  the  habit  of  referring  frequently  on  doubtful  points.  The 
chymical  portions  of  the  later  reports  contained  in  this  volume,  com- 
mencing with  that  on  vinegar  and  its  adulterations,  have  all  been  re- 
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vised  by  Ur.  Letheby.  Our  best  thanks  are  therefore  due,  and  most 
cheerfully  accorded  to  that  gentleman,  for  the  kind  and  ready  aid 
which  he  has  at  all  times  afforded  us.” — Page  40. 

But  the  above  is  not  the  only  acknowledgment  of  the  services  of 
Dr.  Letheby ; several  other  references  occur  in  the  body  of  the  work, 
although  his  name  is  not  attached  to  all  the  analyses  made  by  him,  be- 
cause the  reports  having  the  form  of  a commission  had  to  appear  as  the 
work  of  more  than  one  person.  It  will  be  conceded  as  a somewhat  re- 
markable fact,  that  although  the  proof  sheets  of  many  of  the  reports* 
went  through  Dr.  Letheby’s  hands,  and  that  up  to  within  the  last  few 
days  I was  in  the  habit  of  occasional  friendly  correspondence  with  him, 
no  word  of  discontent  or  dissatisfaction  was  ever  expressed  by  him 
to  me. 

I will  now  proceed  to  show  from  the  following  statement  what  Dr. 
Letheby  really  did  in  the  way  of  chymical  analysis.  Exclusive  of  an 
introduction  of  40  pages,  my  work  contains  6’47  pages  of  letterpress, 
and  it  embraces  the  reports  which  were  published  relating  to  food  in 
the  years  1851,  1852,  1853,  and  1854.  I find  that  25  reports  ap- 
peared in  1851 — these  embraced  1,054  analyses,  microscopical  and 
chymical,  and  they  occupy  36’8  pages  of  the  work ; that  20  reports 
appeared  in  1852,  embracing  512  analyses,  the  last  of  these  reports 
extending  to  page  514;  that  in  1853  seven  reports  were  published, 
containing  340  analyses,  and  terminating  with  the  600th  page  of  the 
work ; lastly,  that  in  1854  three  reports  only  appeared,  containing  291 
analyses.  The  first  year  Dr.  Letheby  made  16  analyses,  the  second  9, 
the  third  59,  and  the  fourth  12  analyses  — that  is,  in  all  96  as  against 
2,287  — a large  proportion  of  which  analyses  were  both  microscopical 
and  chymical. 

Besides  the  reports  contained  in  my  work  four  other  reports  were 
published  in  the  Lancet  on  drugs,  and  two  others  were  prepared  on 
articles  of  food,  but  were  not  published  ; these  contained  228  analyses, 
of  which  57  were  made  by  Dr.  Letheby ; of  the  analyses  conducted  by 
Dr.  Letheby,  the  greater  part  were  confined  to  two  articles  — viz.,  snuff 
and  opium,  there  being  43  samples  of  the  former  and  57  of  the  latter. 

These  statistics  are,  1 think,  sufficient  to  show  what  amount  of  the 
work  of  the  commission  was  performed  by  Dr.  Letheby,  and  to  what 
extent  he  has  a right  to  participate  in  the  credit.  But  of  the  analyses 
actually  performed  many  were  merely  confirmatory,  while  it  occasionally 
happened  that  the  supplied  results  were  inaccurate  ; this  rendered  the 
repetition  of  some  of  the  analyses  necessary,  and  but  for  the  exercise  of 
this  precaution  the  commission  would  have  been  more  than  once  placed 
in  the  greatest  danger.  I have  now  but  little  more  to  add.  I would 
state,  however,  that  the  chief  value  of  my  work  on  adulteration  consists 
in  the  fact  that  in  it  is  recorded  for  the  first  time  the  results  of  the  ex- 
tensive application  of  the  microscope  to  the  subject  of  adulteration  ; that 
it  is,  therefore,  far  more  a microscopical  than  a chymical  work,  and  that 


* reports  referred  to  are  the  revised  reports  for  Dr.  Hassall’s  work  • 
the  original  reports  Dr.  Letheby  never  saw  until  after  their  publication  in  the 
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hud  I had  no  share  in  the  chymical  portion  of  it,  it  would  have  made 
ic)  1/  little  difference  as  to  the  actual  amount  of  credit  to  which  I might 
be  entitled. 

I am  sorry  that  this  letter  should  have  extended  to  such  a length, 
but  in  writing  it  I have  been  very  desirous  to  place  the  facts  before  you 
in  such  a clear  light,  that  you  might  be  enabled  to  judge  of  the  real 
circumstances  of  the  case.  Sorry  indeed  should  I be  that  you  should 
consider  that  I had  done  anything  to  forfeit  the  favourable  opinion 
which  on  a recent  occasion  you  expressed  in  relation  to  my  labours. 

I have  the  honour  to  remain,  your  very  obedient  servant, 

Arthur  H.  Hassali,,  M.D., 
Member  of  the  lloyal  College  of  Physicians. 

Bennett  Street,  St.  James’s,  July  30. 


LETTER  VI. 

ADULTERATION  OF  FOOD. 

j.  To  the  Editor  of  the  “ Times,"  August  1st. 

Sir,  — I really  am  ashamed  of  the  circumstance  which  calls  for 
another  letter  from  me  on  the  subject  of  Dr.  Hassall’s  inconsistencies. 
In  his  letter  of  the  27th  instant,  he  distinctly  stated  that  in  the  inqui- 
ries of  the  Lancet  Commission,  “ no  one  was  associated  with  him  ; but, 
during  the  latter  part  of  the  period,  he  wras  authorised  to  employ,  to  a 
certain  extent  only,  chymical  assistance  when  necessary,  and,  in  the  ex- 
ercise of  this  discretion,  he  employed  his  friend  Dr.  Letheby,  whose 
services  he  had  much  pleasure  in  acknowdcdging  in  his  W'ork  ; ” from 
which  it  must  be  inferred  that  my  assistance  wras  not  had,  or  needed, 
until  the  latter  part  of  the  inquiry.  Now,  however,  that  Mr.  Wakley 
has  exposed  the  true  position  of  Dr.  Hassall,  and  even  stated  that  lie 
paid  “ several  sums  for  chymical  analyses  made  by  Dr.  Letheby,”  Dr. 
Hassall  admits  that,  during  the  first  year  I made  16  analyses  for  him, 
during  the  second  Q,  during  the  third  59,  and  during  the  fourth  1 2 ; 
besides  making  43  analyses  of  snuff,  and  57  of  opium.* 

On  looking  over  my  laboratory  book,  I find  that  during  the  four 
years  alluded  to  I made  291  analyses  for  Dr.  Hassall,  of  which  IS  were 
for  adulterations  of  chicory  and  cocoa,  20  for  bread,  flour,  and  salt,  11 
for  bitter  beer  and  pale  ale  (these  being  all  the  analyses  necessary  for 
the  report  on  this  subject^),  7 for  vinegar,  25  for  tobacco,  45  for  snuffs, 
63  for  opiums,  10  for  confectionary,  4 for  cod-liver  oil,  and  about  20 
for  castor  oil  j;  ; the  rest  were,  for  the  most  part,  of  things  which  did 

* Here  again  Dr.  Letheby  attributes  an  admission  to  Dr.  Hassall  which  he 
never  made — the  16,9,  59,  and  12  analyses  included,  Dr.  Hassall  showed,  all 
the  analyses  made  by  Dr.  Letheby,  except  those  of  the  opium,  which  are  not 
contained  in  Dr.  Hassall’s  work.  . 

f This  statement  is  not  correct.  The  results  of  the  examination  of  4, 
samples  arc  stated  in  the  report  on  that  subject.  . 

% This  enumeration,  which,  by  reference  to  Dr.  Ilassall’s  last  letter  m the 
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not  immediately  concern  the  commission  ; they  were  of  matters  which 
he  had  received  for  examination  in  the  way  of  business,  and  which  he 
could  not  investigate.  Others  were  for  his  review  of  Dr.  Golding  Bird, 
in  the  12th  volume  of  the  British  and  Foreign  Medico-Chirurgical 
Review,  where  they  are  published,  with  a mere  apology  in  the  way  of 
acknowledgment ; and  others  were  for  a paper  of  his  which  was  read 
before  the  Royal  Society,  and  printed  in  their  transactions.  Indeed,  I 
think  it  but  right  to  say  that  the  whole  of  the  chymistry  of  that  paper 
is  a verbatim  copy  of  my  notes  to  him  on  the  subject ; and  when  he 
sent  the  proofs  to  me  for  correction,  I do  assure  you  I was  astonished 
at  the  boldness  of  his  conduct,  and  I made  such  corrections  in  his  state- 
ments as  I thought  just  to  myself.  I have  not  seen  the  paper  since  it 
has  been  printed  for  the  members,  and  am  therefore  ignorant  of  the  way 
in  which  he  used  my  corrections. 

In  addition  to  this  I have  nearly  100  letters  of  his  in  my  possession, 
which  show  that,  while  my  analyses,  were  really  all  the  important  and 
difficult  ones  of  the  commission,  I furnished  him  with  specific  directions 
for  the  conduct  of  all  the  others.  I say,  therefore,  with  Mr.  Wakley, 
that  the  course  which  Df.  Hassall  has  lately  pursued  has  placed  him  in 
a false  position,  and  that  it  is  one  which  scientific  men  must  deeply 
regret. 

One  word  more,  and  I shall  have  done.  Dr.  Hassall  states  that  up 
to  the  last  few  days  we  have  been  in  friendly  communication,  and  that 
no  word  of  dissatisfaction  has  escaped  me.  This  is  not  strictly  true ; 
for  when,  at  the  onset  of  the  testimonial  affair,  he  wrote  to  me,  and 
asked  me  to  go  to  his  house  and  have  a private  meeting  with  one  or  two 
of  his  friends  respecting  the  getting  up  of  a testimonial  to  him,  I wrote 
a strong  letter  of  censure  to  him,  and  not  only  declined  to  have  anything 
to  do  with  the  business,  but  told  him  what  would  be  the  consequences  if 
he  persisted  in  such  a foolish  step.*  My  prophetic  warning  has  been 
realized ; his  true  position  has  been  made  clear,  and  his  friends  have 
dropped  from  him  in  disgust.  Since  then  we  have  not  been  in  what  can 
be  called  friendly  communication  ; for  all  our  correspondence  has  been 
confined  to  matters  of  business.  Dr.  Hassall  knows,  as  well  as  man  can 
know,  that  1 have  had  but  one  object  in  serving  him  ; and  that  if  his 
conduct  had  not  been  open  to  the  censure  which  I have  passed  upon  it, 
he  would  still  have  had  all  my  assistance  in  helping  him. 

I apologise  to  you  for  the  length  of  this  letter,  and  promise  not 
again  to  intrude  on  your  valuable  space. 

I remain,  Sir,  yours  obediently, 

H.  Letheby,  M.B. 

London  Hospital,  July  31. 

Times,  will  be  found  to  be  inaccurate  in  many  respects,  gives  only  205  analyses 
as  having  been  made,  at  Dr.  Ilassall’s  request,  for  the  Lancet ; that  is,  205 
as  against  2,481  analyses,  which  were  to  a large  extent  double  analyses,  being 
both  microscopical  and  chymical. 

Dr.  Hassall’s  reply,  drawn  up  at  our  request,  to  those  parts  of  this  letter  which 
relate  to  the  review  of  Dr.  Golding  Bud’s  “ Urinary  Deposits,”  and  to  the  paper 
on  Indigo,  published  in  the  “Transactions”  of  the  Royal  Society,  will  be  found 
at  p.  54.  in  the  Appendix. 

* This  statement  has  already  been  refuted. 
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LETTER  VII. 

[Dr.  Letheby,  not  satisfied  with  attacking  Dr.  Hassall  in  the  Times, 
continues  the  correspondence  in  the  Medical  Times  and  Gazette,  in  the 
following  letter,  which  is  in  many  parts  nearly  verbatim  a copy  of  his 
last  letter  to  the  Times.  To  this  letter  Dr.  Hassall  did  not  attempt  to 
offer  any  reply,  preferring  to  treat  it  with  silence.  Some  of  its  state- 
ments are  refuted  in  the  appendix.] 


THE  HASSALL  TESTIMONIAL. 

To  the  Editor  of  the  “ Medical  Times  ” and  “ Gazette .” 

Sir,  — In  the  Medical  Times  of  last  week  you  allude  to  the  proposed 
testimonial  to  Dr.  Hassall  as  a premature  affair,  seeing  that  the  services 
of  other  persons  have  been  engaged  in  the  same  inquiry,  and  with  equal 
success.  I am  quite  sure  that  the  correspondence  which  has  been  pub- 
lished in  the  Times  during  the  last  week  will  show  that  the  testimonial 
is  not  only  premature,  but  also,  as  I think,  unmerited;  that  Mr. 
Wakley,  Mr.  Postgate,  Mr.  Miller,  and  myself  have  had  no  incon- 
siderable share  in  the  work  which  Dr.  Hassall  claims  as  his  own.  In 
fact,  as  regards  my  own  share  in  this  investigation,  it  will  be  manifest, 
from  an  examination  of  the  Commission  Reports,  that  Chymistry  has 
done  more  to  expose  the  character  of  the  frauds  practised  on  the 
people  than  the  microscope  possibly  could  have  done.  The  former  has 
exhibited  the  kinds  of  adulteration  which  are  mischievous  to  the  health 
of  the  people  ; the  latter  merely  those  which  are  frauds  on  the  pocket. 
What  matters  it,  in  a sanatory  point  of  view,  that  the  starches  are  sub- 
stituted for  each  other,  and  that  wheat-flour,  or  barley-meal,  is  the  stock 
material  for  increasing  the  weight  and  bulk  of  substances;  but  when  we 
come  to  find  that  the  mineral  acids,  the  filthy  earths,  and  the  poisonous 
metals  are  resorted  to  as  a means  of  masking  fraud,  then,  indeed,  are  we 
in  a condition  to  show  that  it  is  high  time  to  have  a parliamentary  inquiry 
into  such  a matter.  To  Mr.  Wakley  is  due  the  honour  of  having 
initiated  this  inquiry ; and  I wish  that  1 could  say  as  much  in  favour 
of  Dr.  Hassall.  A public  opinion  has,  however,  been  formed  on  this 
subject;  and,  to  judge  from  the  leader  in  the  Times  of  the  24th  instant, 
it  would  appear  as  if  Dr.  Hassall  is  the  only  man  who  has  the  smallest 
claim  to  public  praise.  This,  however,  has  been  set  right  within  the 
last  few  days ; and  now  I will  trespass  on  the  attention  of  your  readers 
for  a short  time,  while  I recount  the  many  instances  in  which  chymistry 
has  been  made  the  means  of  exposing  the  frauds  in  question.  As 
early  as  the  spring  of  1851,  Dr.  Hassall  put  himself  in  communication 
with  me  on  the  subject  of  the  chymistry  of  his  inquiry.  From  that  time 
1 have  been  constantly  referred  to,  and  have  made  nearly  300  analyses, 
of  one  sort  and  another,  for  him,  and  have  given  written  and  verbal 
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instructions  for  all  the  ehymical  processes  alluded  to  in  his  book.  In 
one  case,  and  only  in  one  case,  as  far  as  I know,  has  he  acknowledged 
the  source  of  his  information,  and  that  is  in  the  case  of  an  elaborate 
inquiry  into  the  composition  and  properties  of  chicory  and  coffee,  where, 
at  page  109.,  he  modestly  says,  the  report  has  been  made  conjointly 
by  Dr.  Letheby  and  ourselves.*  He  says  nothing  of  my  process  for 
discovering  alum  in  bread,  iron  in  cocoa,  vitriol  in  porter,  oxide  of  lead, 
chromate  of  lead,  and  bichromate  of  potash  in  snuff ; red  lead  and 
vermilion  in  cayenne,  strychnia  in  beer,  sulphuric  acid  (free  and  com- 
bined) in  vinegar,  poisonous  pigments  in  confectionary,  gelatine  in 
isinglass,  opium  in  cigars,  and  a multitude  of  other  processes,  where  I 
have  given  him  the  fullest  instructions  for  discovering  the  percentages 
of  alcohol,  acetic  acid,  gum,  sugar,  &c.,  in  a number  of  substances. 

All  these  are  published  in  his  book  in  the  most  extensive  form  with- 
out one  single  word  of  acknowledgment.  It  is  true  that  in  nine  places, 
and  in  nine  only,  as  far  as  I can  find,  he  mentions  my  name — these  are 
at  pages  109.  265.  357-  365,  366.  596,  597-  621.  and  643.,  where  the 
acknowledgments  are  in  connection  with  the  subjects  of  chicory  and 
coffee,  cocoa-ash,  bread,  isinglass,  snuff,  confectionary,  and  gin;  but  the 
most  liberal  interpretation  would  never  lead  to  the  conclusion  that  I had 
any  important  connection  with  the  inquiry.  Many  of  the  analyses 
which  I made  for  Dr.  Hassall  were  of  things  which  had  no  immediate 
connexion  with  the  commission.  For  example:  1 made  about  twenty- 
five  analyses  of  urinary  deposits,  several  of  which  were  published  in  his 
review  of  Dr.  Golding  Bird,  in  the  12th  volume  of  the  British  and 
Foreign  Medico-  Chirurgical  Review,  and  others  were  copied  into  a paper 
which  was  read  before  the  members  of  the  Royal  Society,  and  published 
in  their  Transactions  ; in  fact,  I think  it  but  right  to  say,  that  when  I 
received  a proof  of  that  paper  for  correction,  I was  so  astonished  at  the 
manner  in  which  Dr.  Hassall  had  transcribed  my  note,  without  other  than 
the  merest  shadow  of  acknowledgment,  that  I thought  fit  to  show,  from 
the  character  of  my  corrections,  that  all  the  chymistry  of  that  paper  was 
mine.  Whether  those  corrections  appeared  as  I wrote  them  I have  not 
since  had  an  opportunity  of  knowing. j- 

Dr.  Hassall  will  no  doubt  say.  Why  not  have  told  me  all  this  before? 
I have  already  given  him  an  answer  to  this  question ; and  now  I say 
that  I did  not  at  the  time  attach  any  value  to  such  paltry  sacrifices ; 
I thought  I was  doing  him  a service,  and  that  was  enough  for  me ; but 
when  he  writes  to  me  and  asks  me  to  have  a private  meeting  of  a few 
friends  at  his  house,  to  talk  over  the  subject  of  getting  up  a testimonial 
to  him,  I then  become  annoyed,  and  see  the  mischief  which  my  liberality 
has  occasioned.  I wrote  to  him,  therefore,  in  the  severest  terms,  telling 
him  of  the  impropriety  of  the  step  he  had  taken,  and  the  consequences 
which  would  undoubtedly  follow.  My  warning  he  disregarded,  and 
now  his  friends  are  falling  from  him  in  disgust.  Since  that  time  our 
correspondence  has  only  been  of  a business  character ; and  even  now  I 
would  not  have  uttered  a single  word  of  reproach  if  it  had  not  been,  as 

* The  facts  in  reference  to  this  report  will  be  found  described  at  p.  54.  in 
the  Appendix. 

t See  Appendix,  p.  56. 
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Mr.  Wakley  truly  says,  that  the  course  which  Dr.  Hassall  has  lately 
pursued  has  placed  him  in  a false  position,  and  that  it  is  one  which 
scientific  men  must  deeply  regret. 

I am,  &c. 

Henry  Letheby,  M.B. 

London  Hospital  College,  August  1st. 


LETTER  VIII. 

[It  is  difficult  to  explain  why  this  letter  wras  not  inserted  by  the 
Times. 2 

To  the  Editor  of  the  “ Times.” 

Sir, — I am  glad  to  perceive  by  Dr.  Letheby’s  own  admissions  con- 
tained in  his  letter  of  to-day,  that  his  pretensions  are  now  reduced  to 
somewhat  nearer  their  true  proportions,  although  the  account  last  ren- 
dered by  Dr.  Letheby  — namely,  that  he  had  performed  £05  analyses 
for  the  “ Lancet  ” — is  very  wide  indeed  of  the  actual  facts. 

This  will  appear  from  the  conclusive  statement*  which  accompanies 
this,  and  from  which  I extract  the  two  following  paragraphs : — 

“ Of  these  samples,  63  were  of  tobacco  and  snuff,  and  53  of  opium, 
thus  leaving  49  samples  of  all  other  kinds ; but  it  is  to  he  especially 
noted  that  the  analyses  of  these  53  samples  of  opium  are  not  recorded 
in  Dr.  Hassall’s  work  on  Food  and  its  Adulterations. 

“ The  accounts  rendered  by  Dr.  Letheby  being  so  clear  and  in  his 
own  hand  writing,  furnish  indisputable  and  conclusive  evidence  of  the 
actual  number  of  analyses  performed  by  him,  some  of  them  being  par- 
tial analyses  only. 

Thus  it  is  distinctly  shown  that  the  entire  number  of  chemical 
analyses  performed  by  Dr.  Letheby,  viz.,  165,  bears  but  a very  small 
proportion  to  the  number  of  the  analyses,  as  well  microscopical  and  che- 
mical, performed  by  Dr.  Hassall,  viz.,  2,585. 

I wonder  it  never  struck  Dr.  Letheby  that  he  had  himself  furnished 
me  at  different  times  with  the  means  of  his  own  refutation  in  the  shape 
of  accounts  in  his  own  handwriting.  After  the  above-mentioned  state- 
ment, I need  not  stop  to  point  out  where  or  in  what  particulars  the 
figures  quoted  by  Dr.  Letheby  are  inaccurate,  further  than  to  state  that 
it  is  evident,  on  his  own  showing,  that  he  has  mixed  up  with  the  account 
of  the  work  performed  through  me  for  the  Lancet,  analyses  made  for 
myself,  extending  over  a series  of  years,  on  my  own  private  account, 
and  having  nothing  whatever  to  do  with  the  Lancet.  In  such  a pro- 
ceeding, I need  make  no  other  comment,  except  to  regret  that  he  has  been 
so  ill  advised. 

* Statement  of  the  Rev.  R.  S.  Daniell  and  Mr.  Bolton,  drawn  up  from  an 
examination  of  Dr.  Letheby’s  accounts,  printed  in  Appendix,  p.  31. 
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The  other  statements  made  by  Dr.  Letheby  in  his  letter  are  as  inac- 
curate as  his  figures.  I enclose  an  attested  copy  of  the  letter  (not  for 
publication)  referred  to  by  him,  dated  January  27.  1855,  from  which 
you  will  perceive  that  not  one  syllable  is  uttered  by  him  of  complaint 
against  me  for  ought  I had  done  up  to  that  time.  But  I hold  in  my 
hand  a communication,  dated  8th  May,  1855,  a similar  copy  of  which  I 
send,  written  in  the  most  friendly  way  and  ending— <c  I hope  that  you 
and  Mrs.  H assail  are  quite  well;  and,  with  kind  regards,  believe  me  to  be 
yours  truly,”  & c.,  &c.;  thus  showing  that  even  to  that  time*  1 could  not 
have  committed  any  very  serious  offence  against  Dr.  Letheby. 

Really  the  want  of  accuracy  displayed  in  this  letter  is  lament- 
able. I have  now  nearly  done.  Looking  back  at  this  correspondence, 
into  which  I have  been  most  unwillingly  led  in  my  own  defence,  I have 
to  remark  that  I have  nothing  to  retract  from  any  of  the  statements  which 
I have  advanced,  and  nothing  in  my  own  conduct  in  this  affair  to  regret. 
I now  beg  to  thank  you  for  the  perfect  justice  and  impartiality  which  you 
have  displayed  towards  all  parties  in  this  controversy,  and  conclude  with 
the  old  but  telling  aphorism,  “ Magna  est  Veritas  et  prcevalebit.” 

I have  once  more  the  honour  to  ascribe  myself, 

Your  most  obedient  servant, 

Arthdr  H.  Hassall. 

Member  of  the  Royal  College  of  Surgeons. 

Bennett  Street,  St.  James  Street,  2nd  August. 


“ The  Home  Companion.  ” 

The  number  of  the  above  periodical  for  October  1st,  1855,  contains 
the  first  of  a series  of  articles,  by  Dr.  Letheby,  on  the  subject  of  the 
Adulteration  of  Food.  This  article  is  thus  headed  — 

“ Food  and  its  Adulteration,  by  Dr.  Letheby 

and  in  it  the  following  passage  occurs  — speaking  of  the  Lancet  Sana- 
tory Commission,  Dr.  Letheby  remarks,  “ That  Commission  was 
composed  of  three  persons  — the  present  writer  (himself),  as  Analytical 
Chemist,  Dr.  Hassall,  the  Microscopist,  and  Mr.  Miller,  the  Artist. 

Thus,  Dr.  Letheby  adopts  the  very  title  of  Dr.  Hassall’s  wTork,  places 
his  own  name  after  it  as  though  he  were  the  author,  assigns  to  himself 
the  first  place  in  the  Commission,  makes  Mr.  Miller  another  of  the 
Commission,  and  then  uses  the  matter  of  Dr.  Hassall’s  work  as  though 

* That  is  some  months  after  the  publication  of  the  last  report  which  appeared 
in  the  Lancet  on  the  adulteration  of  food  and  of  Dr.  Hassall’s  work. 

The  style  of  the  following  quotation,  not  from  a private  letter,  hut  from  a 
testimonial  from  Dr.  Letheby,  intended  for  public  use,  forms  rather  an  instruc- 
tive and  amusing  contrast  to  Dr.  Letheby 's  letters  to  the  Times  : “ 1 have  had 
the  pleasure  of  being  acquainted  with  you  for  many  years,  and  I am  quite  sure 
that  your  extensive  scientific  attainments,  your  genial  disposition,  and  general 
kindness  of  heart,  not  only  qualify  you  in  an  eminent  degree  for  the  appointment 
you  seek,  but  likewise  render  you  a very  acceptable  colleague.” 
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it  were  his  own.*  After  the  charges  which  Dr.  Letheby  has  made 
against  Dr.  Hassall,  one  would  have  supposed  that  he  would  have 
scrupulously  abstained  from  any  course  which  would  have  exposed  him 
to  the  very  imputation  he  has  made  against  others.  The  composition 
which  he  gives  to  the  Lancet  Commission  is  entirely  arbitrary,  and  in 
direct  opposition  to  all  the  facts  of  the  case.  What  the  relative  posi- 
tions in  the  matter  of  Dr.  Hassall,  Dr.  Letheby,  and  Miller  were,  has 
already  been  explained.  There  was,  in  fact,  no  Commission  whatever 
formed ; but  there  was  a Commissioner,  he  being  Dr.  Hassall  himself. 
Dr.  Letheby  was  employed  by  Dr.  Hassall  to  render  occasional  chymi- 
cal  assistance,  and  Mr.  Miller  was  Dr.  Hassall’s  own  artist,  employed 
for  many  years  in  his  service,  and  educated  to  his  work  by  Dr.  Hassall 
himself.  With  reference  to  this  part  of  the  subject,  the  reader  is  re- 
ferred to  page  22.,  and  also  to  the  following  letter  : — 

Bayswater,  Nov.  14th,  1855. 

Sir, — As  you  are  aware,  Mr.  Henry  Miller  resided  with  me  some 
years,  until  within  a few  days  of  his  death  ; therefore  I have  had  full 
opportunity  of  becoming  acquainted  with  the  nature  of  his  duties 
with  you. 

I know  that  his  chief  occupation  with  you  was  that  of  Microscopic 
Artist  and  Draughtsman,  and  that  his  qualifications  for  that  office  were 
principally  acquired  in  your  service,  he  working  in  your  house  and 
under  your  immediate  directions. 

The  idea  of  his  being  one  of  the  Sanatory  Commission  of  the 
Lancet  is  simply  ridiculous,  and  were  he  alive,  he  would,  I am  sure,  be 
the  first  to  repudiate  any  such  statement. 

I can  also  speak  from  my  own  personal  knovdedge  of  the  great 
kindness  and  consideration  which  you  at  all  times  had  for  him,  and  that 
’ often  under  very  trying  circumstances. 

I am.  Sir,  yours  obediently, 

W.  Butcher. 

To  Dr.  A.  H.  Hassall. 


Note  by  Dr.  Hassall. 

ON  INDIGO  IN  HUMAN  URINE,  &C. 

In  Dr.  Letheby’s  last  letter  to  the  Times  these  remarks  occur  (they 
are  reprinted,  with  a slight  alteration  in  the  words  used,  in  his  letter  to 
the  Medical  Times  and  Gazette ) : — 

“ Others  (analyses)  were  for  his  Review  of  Dr.  Golding  Bird,  in  the 
12th  volume  of  the  Medico- Chirurgical  Review , where  they  are  pub- 
lished, with  a mere  apology  in  the  way  of  acknowledgment ; and  others 
were  for  a paper  of  his  which  was  read  before  the  Royal  Society  and 
printed  in  their  Transactions.  Indeed,  I think  it  right  to  say  that  the 

* The  material  of  this  Paper  is  derived  almost  entirely  from  Dr.  Ilassall's  work 
and  Johnstone’s  Chemistry  of  Common  Life. 
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whole  of  the  chymistry  of  that  paper  is  a verbatim  copy  of  my  notes  to 
him  on  the  subject ; and  when  lie  sent  the  proois  to  me  for  correction, 
1 do  assure  you  I was  astonished  at  the  boldness  oi  his  conduct,  and  1 
made  such  corrections  in  his  statements  as  1 thought  just  to  myself. 
I have  not  seen  the  paper  since  it  was  printed  for  the  members,  and  am 
therefore  ignorant  of  the  way  in  which  he  used  my  corrections.” 

On  turning  to  my  Review  of  Dr.  Golding  Bird’s  Urinary  Deposits, 
I find  that  Dr.  Letheby  made  analyses  of  five  samples  of  urates,  four 
of  these  being  sent  to  him  by  myself,  I pointing  out  to  him  that  the 
great  object  of  the  analyses  was  to  ascertain  whether  they  consisted  of 
urate  of  ammonia  or  not.  Besides  these  five  samples,  he  also  analysed 
a specimen  of  artificial  vichy  water  which  I sent  him  for  the  purpose. 

With  reference  to  the  analyses  of  the  urates  the  following  acknow- 
ledgment occurs : — 

“ It  should  be  stated,  that  in  the  above  analyses  of  the  urates,  we  have 
received  great  and  valuable  assistance  from  Dr.  Letheby  ; ” again,  it  is 
specially  stated  that  the  analysis  of  the  vichy  water  is  by  “Dr.  Letheby.” 

This,  then,  is  what  Dr.  Letheby  calls  “a  mere  apology  in  the  way 
of  acknowledgment,”  and  yet  he  was  employed,  not  as  a friend  in  the 
matter,  but  in  his  professional  capacity  as  a chymist. 

The  circumstances  with  regard  to  my  paper  on  the  frequent  presence 
of  indigo  in  human  urine,  published  in  the  Transactions  of  the  Royal 
Society,  are  briefly  these  : — 

This  paper  showed  two  things : first,  that  the  occurrence  of  a blue 
pigmentary  substance  in  the  urine  was  frequent,  and  second,  that  that 
substance  was  indigo. 

With  the  investigations  by  which  the  frequency  of  the  presence  of 
the  blue  pigment  was  established,  Dr.  Letheby  had  nothing  to  do. 
Again,  nearly  the  whole  value  of  my  paper  rested  on  the  fact,  that  the 
substance  discovered  was  indigo, — and  indeed  the  whole  chymistry  of 
the  paper  consisted  in  proving  that  it  was  indigo. 

On  meeting  with  this  blue  pigment  for  the  first  time,  and  on  subject- 
ing it  to  analysis,  I found  that  it  was  neither  cyanourine  nor  uroglaucin, 
and  that  it  agreed-in  many  of  its  characters  with  indigo.  Wishing  to 
obtain  all  the  evidence  on  this  point  I possibly  could,  I forwarded 
specimens  of  the  blue  pigment,  and  of  the  urine  which  furnished  it,  to 
Dr.  Letheby  for  his  analysis.  After  the  lapse  of  many  months,  I re- 
ceived from  him,  not  only  the  results  of  his  examination,  but  a report 
on  the  subject,  in  which  he  refers  to  the  writings  of  Scherer  and  Heller, 
quoted  the  analyses  of  those  chemists  and  also  of  Mulder  and  Crum. 
Now  this  was  what  I did  not  require  from  Dr.  Letheby  ; I was  quite 
as  well  able  as  himself  to  have  consulted  the  authorities  referred  to,  and 
of  course,  in  doing  so  in  my  paper,  there  was  no  reason  why  I should 
quote  Dr.  Letheby  in  connection  therewith. 

That  I was  tolerably  well  acquainted  with  the  nature  of  the  blue  pig- 
ment in  question  will  appear  from  the  following  acknowledgment  by 
Dr.  Letheby,  “ I have  just  examined  the  blue  deposit,  and  without 
doubt  it  is,  as  you  say,  indigo.”  Further,  that  I was  not  backward  in 
recognising  Dr.  Letheby ’s  connexion  with  these  inquiries  will  be  evident, 
when  I state  that  his  name  occurs  in  my  paper  in  four  different  places  ; 
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once  thus,  “ if  so,  the  relation  between  hcematin  and  indigo  is  still 
more  remarkable,  for,  as  suggested  by  my  friend  Dr.  Letheby,  to  whom 
I am  much  indebted  for  the  aid  afforded  in  these  analyses,”  See.  This 
Dr.  Letheby  calls  “ the  merest  shadow  of  acknowledgment.” 

Dr.  Letheby  states  that  “ the  whole  of  the  chymistry  ” of  my  paper 
is  " a verbatim  copy  of  my  notes  to  him  on  the  subject.”  This  I utterly 
deny.  In  describing  the  process  of  analysis  pursued  in  order  to  de- 
termine the  nature  of  the  blue  pigment — that  is,  in  describing  the  tests 
for  indigo,  I do  so  very  nearly  in  Dr.  Letheby ’s  own  words,  and  this, 
not  because  there  was  any  particular  merit  in  them,  for  surely  the 
description  of  the  tests  for  indigo  is  a simple  matter  enough,  but  be- 
cause I expressly  state  the  analyses  were  made  by  “ Dr.  Letheby  and 
myself,”  and  I preferred  to  give  the  method  of  examination  pursued  by 
him. 

Dr.  Letheby  refers  to  the  fact  that  I forwarded  'the  proofs  of  my 
paper  to  him  for  correction.  My  having  done  so  furnishes  a tolerably 
clear  proof  that  I had  nothing  to  conceal  in  the  matter.  But  now  a word 
or  two  as  to  the  alterations  which  Dr.  Letheby  states  he  made.  These 
consisted  merely  in  the  introduction  of  his  own  name  in  two  different 
places.  Once  it  was  artfully  introduced  in  the  very  first  paragraph  of 
the  paper,  in  such  a way  as  to  give  him  the  credit  of  having  been  the  dis- 
coverer of  the  presence  of  indigo  in  the  urine.  I unhesitatingly  drew 
my  pen  through  this  correction  ; the  other  was  allowed  to  remain. 

After  my  paper  had  been  read  to  the  Royal  Society,  the  referees  ex- 
pressed a wish  that  I should  demonstrate  to  them  the  reactions  by 
which  I came  to  the  conclusion  that  the  substance  in  question  was 
indigo,  and  required  particularly  to  be  shown  its  conversion  into 
aniline.  I wrote  to  him  on  the  subject,  when  he  replied,  that  he  had 
some  of  the  pigment  left  with  which  I had  furnished  him  some  time 
previously  ; that  he  had  succeeded  in  converting  a portion  of  this  into 
aniline,  and  that  he  had  some  of  the  material  still  left.  I then  asked 
him  to  meet  the  referees  with  me,  and  to  bring  the  pigment  with  him, 
cautioning  him  to  be  sure  6f  the  grounds  upon  which  he  proceeded. 
Dr.  Hoffman,  who  knows  more  about  the  conversion  of  indigo  into  ani- 
line than  any  other  chymist,  proceeded  to  operate  on  the  material 
brought,  aud  failed  in  obtaining  the  smallest  evidence  of  the  formation 
of  aniline.  This  failure  placed  my  paper  in  great  jeopardy.  Dr. 
Letheby  could  not  explain  the  reason  of  his  own  success  nor  of  Dr. 
Hoffman’s  failure,  both  operating  on  the  same  material,  nor  did  he 
manifest  the  smallest  concern,  although  I of  course  felt  deeply  morti- 
fied. A fresh  appointment  was  made.  I procured  more  of  the  colour- 
ing matter,  dispensed  with  the  presence  of  Dr.  Letheby,  and  this  time 
succeeded  completely  ; and  the  result  was  that  my  paper  nas  published. 

But  Dr.  Letheby  likewise  complains  of  my  conduct  to  him  with  re- 
ference to  a conjoint  report  on  chicory.  The  facts  of  this  case  are 
very  briefly  as  follow:  — 

A gentleman  called  upon  me  and  expressed  a wish  to  be  furnished 
with  a short  report  on  chicory,  contrasting  this  root  with  coffee.  I 
stated  that  I should  have  no  objection  to  prepare  such  a report,  hut  I 
advised  that  it  should  have  a second  name  attached  to  it.  Accord- 
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ingly  I communicated  with  Dr.  Letheby  on  the  subject,  forwarded 
samples  of  the  raw  and  roasted  chicory  root  to  him  for  analysis,  wrote 
the  report,  and  sent  it  to  him  for  his  signature.  Dr.  Letheby  made  a 
few  alterations  in  the  report,  wrote  it  out  afresh,  which  there  was  no 
necessity  whatever  for  doing,  and  returned  it  signed.  For  this  report 
he  was  paid  the  sum  which  he  himself  demanded.  It  was  never  pub- 
lished in  the  Lancet,  but  was  printed  in  my  work  on  “ Food,”  where 
it  is  described  as  the  joint  production  of  Dr.  Letheby  and  myself. 
Now,  I put  it  to  any  impartial  man  to  say  whether  more  than  this  could 
be  reasonably  expected. 

I have  now  furnished  evidence  enough  to  show  that  it  is  often  a very 
dangerous  thing  in  scientific  matters  to  consult  a “ friend,”  even  al- 
though he  is  paid  and  his  services  are  publicly  acknowledged.  Enough 
has  also  been  adduced  in  the  pages  of  this  Pamphlet  to  prove  that, 
when  a man  writes  to  a “friend”  on  scientific  matters,  he  ought  to  be 
exceedingly  guarded  in  the  wording  of  his  letters,  and  that  he  always 
ought  to  endorse  them,  “ private  and  confidential,”  lest,  should  he  neglect 
these  precautions,  they  should  some  day  or  other  turn  up  against  him  in 
the  columns  of  the  Times,  as  in  the  present  case.  Taking  the  whole 
circumstances  of  Dr.  Letheby’s  conduct  into  consideration,  it  is  clear 
that  but  rarely  has  a more  unprovoked  or  unscrupulous  attack  been 
made  than  that  to  which  I have  been  subjected  at  his  hands.  In  pub- 
lishing in  the  columns  of  the  Times  detached  portions  of  private  letters, 
letters  written  hurriedly  from  my  laboratory  amidst  a press  of  work 
without  due  reflection,  and  this  in  order  to  attempt  to  affix  upon  me  a 
charge  of  want  of  chymical  knowledge  and  also  in  revealing  transactions 
of  a private  and  professional  character,  Dr.  Letheby  has  committed  a 
violation  of  that  confidence  which  ordinarily  regulates  the  intercourse 
between  professional  men  and  gentlemen.  Such  has  been  the  nature  of 
the  conduct  pursued,  that  it  would  I believe  justify  the  use  of  very  strong 
language  indeed.  This,  however,  1 shall  not  employ,  and  I now  leave 
the  facts  to  the  judgment  of  the  medical  profession  and  the  public,  who 
will  doubtless  form  their  own  opinion  of  that  conduct. 

In  evidence  given  before  the  Committee  of  the  House  of  Commons 
on  the  Adulteration  of  Food  in  reply  to  the  second  question  by  the 
chairman,  Dr.  Letheby  makes  the  following  statement: — “For  nine- 
teen years  before  that  time  I was  engaged  by  the  late  Dr.  Pereira  in 
making  investigations  for  his  great  work  on  Materia  Medica .” 

This  statement,  which  would  make  it  appear  that  Dr.  Letheby  had  a 
considerable  share  in  the  production  of  Dr.  Pereira’s  work,  naturally  led 
me  to  refer  to  the  work  itself  in  order  to  see  what  kind  of  acknow- 
ledgment was  made  by  Dr.  Pereira  for  services  extending  over  such  a 
long  series  of  years.  To  my  surprise  I find  that  Dr.  Letheby  is  not 
alluded  to  in  the  most  distant  manner,  either  in  the  preface  to  Dr. 
Pereira’s  work  or  in  the  body  of  the  work,  as  having  rendered  any  as- 
sistance whatever. 

In  what  way  are  we  to  reconcile  the  statement  of  Dr.  Letheby  and 
the  absence  of  any  mention  of  his  name  by  Dr.  Pereira  ? 

Arthur  II.  II  assam,. 

E 
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MEETING  AT  FREEMASONS’  HALL. 

The  Analytical  Sanatory  Commission. 

At  a meeting  held  at  Freemason’s  Hall,  on  the  8th  day  of  August, 
1 855,  to  take  into  consideration  the  correspondence  recently  published 
in  the  Times  in  reference  to  the  above  subject. 

The  Rev.  B.  C.  Sangar,  M.A.,  in  the  chair. 

It  was  unanimously  resolved,  on  the  motion  of  the  Rev.  J.  Compton,  M.A., 
seconded  by  George  Bolton,  Esq.  — 

“ That  this  meeting,  having  had  placed  before  it  a full  report  of  the 
whole  case,  having  heard  read  the  whole  correspondence,  and  having 
examined  certain  original  accounts,  letters,  and  documents,  and  com- 
pared them  with  that  correspondence,  is  fully  satisfied  of  the  perfect 
accuracy  of  Dr.  Hassall  in  the  statements  contained  in  his  published 
letters,  and  considers  that  the  statements  and  allegations  calculated  to 
detract  from  the  high  merit  of  his  distinguished  and  scientific  labours, 
have  been  most  satisfactorily  refuted  by  him.” 


It  was  also  unanimously  resolved,  on  the  motion  of  Dr.  Seaton,  seconded 

by  John  Ellis,  Esq. — 

“ That  this  meeting  views  with  great  regret  the  very  unworthy  and 
disingenuous  attempt  recently  made  to  detract  from  the  merits  of 
Dr.  Hassall  in  connexion  with  the  subject  of  the  adulteration  of  food, 
beverages,  and-  drugs ; to  question,  and  even  disparage,  his  enormous 
labours;  and  to  ungenerously  and  unkindly  deprive  him  of  his  well- 
merited  reward.  It  expresses  its  strongest  condemnation  of  the  course 
pursued,  which  it  can  scarcely  consider  to  have  originated  in  worthy 
motives.  It  considers  this  attempt  should  operate  as  but  a stimulus  to 
themselves  to  increased  exertions  in  behalf  of  the  proposed  testimonial  to 
Dr.  Hassall,  which  is  now  more  than  ever  necessary,  and  to  maintain 
and  support  by  every  means  in  their  power  the  high  character  and 
reputation  and  renowned  scientific  eminence  he  has  so  meritoriously 
established  for  himself.” 

John  A.  Power,  L.M.,  M.A.,  Cantab.  1 j.jont  gecs_ 
Raymond  S.  Daniell,  M.A.,  Oxon.  J 

Freemasons’  Hall,  Great  Queen  Street, 

August  8.  1855. 

These  Resolutions  were  refused  insertion  in  the  Lancet  even  as  an 
advertisement. 
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FROM  THE  “TIMES”  OF  AUGUST  5tH,  1850. 

It  was  in  consequence  of  the  following  notice  that  Mr.  Wakley  com- 
municated with  Dr.  H assail,  and  it  was  this  which  led  to  the  esta- 
blishment of  the  Lancet  Commission. 

“ Adulteration  of  Coffee.  — At  a meeting  of  the  Botanical  Society  of 
London,  held  at  the  Society’s  rooms,  20.  Bedford  Street,  Covent  Garden, 
last  Friday  evening,  Mr.  J.  Reynolds  in  the  chair,  a paper  was  read  by 
Dr.  Arthur  Hassall  on  the  Adulteration  of  Coffee.  The  author  com- 
menced by  observing  that  the  investigations  he  was  about  to  detail 
originated  in  a remark  made  in  the  House  of  Commons  during  the  late 
debate  on  chicory,  to  the  effect  that  no  means  had  yet  been  discovered 
by  which  the  adulteration  of  coffee  with  chicory  could  be  determined. 
The  recollection  of  the  fact  that  in  vegetable  charcoal  the  component 
parts  of  the  several  tissues  may  be  detected  by  the  microscope,  led 
Dr.  Hassall  to  infer  that  by  the  same  means  the  less  completely  charred 
vessels,  cells,  &c.,  forming  the  tissues  of  those  substances  employed  in 
the  adulteration  of  coffee  might  likewise  be  discovered  — an  expectation 
fully  realised.  In  this  way  it  was  ascertained  that  the  substances  most 
frequently  used  in  the  adulteration  of  coffee  were  chicory,  roasted  wheat, 
colouring  matter,  and  occasionally  beans  and  potato  flour.  The  struc- 
ture of  the  coffee  berry  and  of  the  several  productions  named  was  then 
minutely  described ; and  it  was  shown  that  chicory  might  at  all  times 
be  distinguished  with  the  greatest  ease  by  the  size  and  ready  separation 
of  the  cells,  as  well  as  by  the  presence  of  bundles  of  vessels,  of  the  dotted 
or  interrupted  spiral  kind.  The  substance  so  generally  employed  to 
deepen  the  colour  of  chicory  Dr.  Hassall  found  to  consist,  in  those  in- 
stances in  which  he  had  examined  it,  of  burnt  sugar;  and  he  referred  to 
the  fact  that  the  rich  brown  hue  of  coffee  is  not  peculiar  to  a decoction 
of  that  berry,  but  that  almost  all  vegetable  substances  when  charred, 
yield  a somewhat  similar  colour.  The  author  then  proceeded  to  detail 
in  a tabular  form  the  results  of  34  examinations  of  coffee  of  all  prices. 

I rom  these  it  appeared  that  the  whole  of  the  coffees,  with  two  excep- 
tions only,  were  adulterated  ; that  chicory  was  present  in  31  instances, 
roasted  wheat  in  12,  colouring  matter  in  22,  beans  and  potato-flour  in 
1 only;  that  in  10  cases  the  adulteration  consisted  of  but  a single 
article,  in  12  of  two,  and  in  10  of  three  substances  ; that  in  many  in- 
stances the  quantity  of  coffee  present  was  very  small,  and  in  others  not 
more  than  a fifth,  fourth,  third,  half,  and  so  on.  Contrasting  coffee  and 
chicory,  it  was  observed,  that,  while  the  coffee-berry  contains  a quantity 
of  essential  oil  visible  in  small  drops  in  the  cells,  and  on  which  its 
fragrance  and  active  properties  depend  mainly,  not  a trace  of  any  such 
oil  is  to  be  found  in  the  chicory-root.  The  properties  of  coffee  are  those 
oi  a stimulant  and  tonic,  with  an  agreeable  flavour  and  delicious  smell, 
in  all  which  respects  chicory  is  very  greatly  inferior.  The  adulteration 
of  coffee  with  wheat,  bean,  and  potato-flour,  Dr.  Hassall  considered 
altogether  indefensible,  since  those  substances  have  not  one  of  the  pro- 
perties of  coffee  belonging  to  them  ; and  observed  that,  if  the  employ- 
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ment  of  chicory  was  deemed  in  any  respect  desirable,  it  should  be  sold 
openly,  and  not,  as  at  present,  surreptitiously,  and  under  the  names  of 
Ceylon,  Berbice,  Costa-Rica,  Mocha  coffee,  &c.  The  paper  contained 
many  other  interesting  details,  the  mention  of  which  would  extend  this 
notice  to  too  great  a length,  and  was  brought  to  a conclusion  with  one 
or  two  hints  addressed  to  coffee- drinkers — viz.,  that  the  coffee  should 
be  ground  fine,  in  order  to  facilitate  the  liberation  of  the  essential  oil 
contained  in  the  cells  of  the  berry,  and  that  an  infusion,  and  not  a decoc- 
tion, of  it  should  be  made.” 


THE  END. 
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